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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF 
TARGUM JONATHAN 

The Aramaic rendering of the Prophets belongs to the earliest 
translations of the Bible which have come down to us. Its 
importance for the textual investigation and early Biblical in* 
terprcUtion cannot be overestimated. While the targumist makes 
little display of critical study in rendering intricate passages, 
and while he does not pretend to present a minutely literal 
translation of the Hebrew text, his reverence for the letter and 
transmitted reading of the text must be far have exceeded that 
of the Greek and Syriac translators. At the same time his trans' 
lation is doubtlessly based on a sounder and exacter understand^ 
ing of both the etymology and usages of the Hebrew language. 
Again, its value may be said to rest in the fact that, forming 
a distinct and independent rendering of the text, it presents a 
helpful source in establishing the principles pursued in the 
eariy translations. A good many emendations and assumed 
violations of the Hebrew text on the sole basis of the transla- 
tions, so eagerly sought by the modem Biblical scholar, would 
thus be completely done away with. It is also a mine of Agadic 
exegesis, to which, in most instances, parallels are preserved in 
the extant sources. It cannot fail to be of considerable importance 
for the history of that vast literature, giving in this connection 
new and vivid emphasis to the religious, national and political 
state of mind of that age in Palestine. 

The authorship of the Targum to the Prophets has been 
the object of protracted and diverse discussion. Tradition ascribes 
it to Jonathan b. Uziel, the most prominent disciple of Hillel, 
of the first century. This single mention in the Talmud 
of the authorship of Jonathan and the mystic manner in which 
it is related, can hardly help solve the problem. There is, further* 
more, the astounding fact that in the parallel passage in the 
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10 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

Ycrushalinii> there is complete silence of this tradition of the 
Babli.>> Had this tradition been common, there could have been 
no possible reason for the Yerushalmi to ignore the work of 
the distingxiished and holy Jonathan, who ''when he discussed 
the law, a bird flying near him would be bumed'\*> 

The Talmudic tradition mentions Aquila's translation. Both 
Talmudim have set monuments to the Seventy. Is it because 
the Targum was originated on Palestinian soil, extensively 
used and known in Palestine, forming even a necessary part 
in the worship, that they failed to be impressed by it? 

So the inference was drawn that the Aramaic version of the 
Bible fell in disfavor with the authorities in Palestine who, how' 
ever, were distinctly pleased with the Greek translation, particu' 
larly the Greek version of Aquila.*> The alleged reasons for 



1) Y. Megilla 1, 9. 

2) Babli Meg. 3b. Blau s contention (J. Q. R., v. 9, p. 738) has 
no foundation. Cases of disagreement in assigning the author of a say 
ing are numerous. It needs no explanation and consequently cannot be 
made a basis for a new theory. 

3) Suk. 28a; Baba Bathra 134a; Y. Nedarim T, 6. 

4) Berliner (Onkelos lOS'llO) has even the idea of a compleU 
suppression of the official Targumim in Palestine. Weiss (Dor Dor etc, 
V. 1, 200) even knows exactly the time when this suppression took place 
and its author. It was Rabban Gamliel, of whom it is said (Shab. Ufa; 
Tosef. 13 (14) and with some changes in Sof. 5, 15; Y. Shab. 16, 1) 
that he hid the Targum to Job. So then it was he who put the ban also 
on the official Targumim. And it was not until the time of R. Akiba 
that the ban was lifted. This conjecture U read by Weiss into the phrase 
01H »a3^ nno nii »D . It is evident that the whole supposition hinges 
on the mere finding that Rabban Gamliel forbade the use of a certain 
particular Targum. That the express mention of the Targum should be 
taken to indicate that the other Targumim were spared this interdiction 
seems to have escaped their observation. Furthermore, their theory u 
exposed to a dangerous contradiction. If the Targum was restored in the 
time of R. Akiba, what sense could there have been to the contention 
of R. Chabfu with Gamliel the younger, a contemporary of R. Akiba, 
with regard to his license with the Targum, and his reminder of R. 
Gamliel the Elder? They should not have overlooked the remarkable 
coincidence presented in the story of GamUel the Elder and his grand' 
child. In both instances it was the Targum to Job that evoked disfavor. 
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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 11 

8uch a departure will hardly stand their ground. But aside from 
other considerations, this assertion ia flatly contradicted by the 
very fact that the Aramaic version was not ignored by the 
Palestinian authorities. Both Onkelos and Jonathan are quoted 
in the Yerushalmi and Midrashim,^> while, on the contrary, 
the genuineness of the quotations from Aquila is doubtful.^ > 



It was, then, clearly this Targum which was hit by Rabban Gamliel the 
Elder, and which was still regarded as forbidden. 

There is litde to be said of Finn's conjecture (v. 1, 56. 0»D»n nil) 
that the suppression of the Targum to the Pent, was due to the intra* 
duction of the Samaritan Targum with its dangerous divergencies from 
the Hebrew text. This he attempts to discover in the obscure saying 
of Mar Zutra (San. 21b). 

It needs only to be mentioned that there is not the faintest hint in 
the Talmud of a suspension of the Targum^reading in the worship, as he 
would have us believe. Rosenthal (Beth Ha^Midrash 2, 276) takes the 
view that the reverence in which Aquila*s translation was held in Pales' 
tine was due to the lact that Greek was spoken more than Aramaic in 
Palestine. It is pure imagination. 

T) The reader is referred to Zuni G. V., p. 67, Notes b, c. 
It should be remarked that the list of citations given by Zunt represents 
by no means an exhaustive research. It is not my present task to dte 
the numerous cases which, for some reason or other, he does not dte. 
Suffice it to state that citations from Onkelos alone in Genesis r. 
exceed considerably the number of citations from Aquila taken together. 
Com. Lemer, An. u. Quellen d. Breishit Raba 63'69. His view that 
the respective citations may not represent actual quotations from the 
Targum, is open to question. One would be at a loss to explain the 
identity of these citations with the rendering in the Targum. 
For one of the mind of Geiger, who makes the general assertion that 
citations from the Targumim are not to be found except in the latter 
Midrashim, it will be of interest the following remark in OU^^eo "inij 

to Gen. r. 4T,7: OBQ B^Ba Du^vin nn niaipo no33 utan^ amon -p-n 
.'yrw o^ijrn jriui oo'ius wn Ninn ou'inn otrv D]^d oipo 

This is just as true of other cases. 

6) Com. Field Hex. XVII. Of all the 12 respective ciutions, one, 
on Is. T, 6 (Ecd. r. 11, 7) belongs to Jonathan, and yet carries the name 
of Aquila. Luria 1. c. would emend Jonathan but admits Jonathan is 
never mentioned in the Midrash. Einhorn (ad loc.) would have here 
Aquila agree with Jonathan, so Herzfeld (Geschichte II, 63). Equally, 
Weiss* assertion (Dor, v. 2, 123) that this implies Aquila must have 
made use of Jonathan needs no refutation. Another Aramaic quotation 
referring to Prov. 25, 11 (Gen. r. 93, 3) is partly taken from the 
Targum to Prov. 
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12 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

Yet they are not traced to their respective translators. Such 
is also the case in Babli, where this tradition of Jonathan's 
authorship is told. In all the many quotations from Targum 
Jonathan there is no single reference to Jonathan. Thes^ 
facts combine to show that both in Babylonia and Palestine 
this tradition was otherwise understood, and not until a com* 
paratively late period did it succeed in gaining currency. 



Aquila^s authority, then, in these cases is a mistake. One other 
case, namely that referring to Lev. 19, 20 (Y. Kid. 1, 1 end) deals with 
a Halakic exposition. In the £rst place, it implies in no way a trans' 
latory interpretation. Further, the authority of Aquila given in the name 
of Jochanan is contested by Chiya who refers it to R. Laser, changing 
only the reference for evidence. On the other hand, in the Babli 
(Krithoth lib) no authority is cited for the same interpretation. If 
the authority of Aquila was correctly quoted, then cunn should be in^ 
terpreted in its general sense as KDJiin is used in the Babli. His trans' 
lation was not meant, and all assumptions by De Rossi (Meor Einaim, 
Ch. 45) and Krauss (Steinschneider Fest 153) in this case deserve 
little consideration. The case of Dan. 8, 13, where Aquila is citt4 
(Gen. r. 21, 1; Jalqut Dan. 1. c.) in Hebrew, Ib instructive. There 
can be no question that the words D^p^K OUV) are an interpolation. 
It is Rab Huna*s interpretation played on a particular form of the word 
and the contracted i^i^B : it should read: m iDi^fi^ .ni^jfi Hi^n 3*1 
I'^mit. It admits of no other explanation. 

It is not necessary to enlarge upon these four non^Greek citations. 
It is scarcely necessary to state that none of these citations is to be 
found in the Hexapla. But of no more valid authenticity are the re' 
maining eight Greek citations. The citation of Lev. 23, 40 (Y. Sukka 
3, 5 Gem.) is a misquotation. As Field and others remarked, such a 
rendering is fundamentally foreign to Aquila. Besides, in Babli (Sukk^ 
35a) this is recorded as said by Ben Azai, and deducted by the ^'ypt) bn 
method. In Yerushalmi, again, R. Tanchuma is dting Aquila 'n 10« 
nn»n mn tP^ win O^bp^n ';»nn ItDirwn . This is striking. Aquila is 
always cited plainly. In the Midrash, however (Lev. r. 30, 8; Jalqut 
1. c), the name of R. Tanchuma is omitted. At the same time Ben 
Azai is cited in the Midrash as the authority of the saying mn nt mn 
TMVb natro la^ilta while in Babli 1. c. R. Abbahu is mentioned as the 
author, and in Yerushalmi (1. c.) R. Levi is the one who said it. It 
appears that Ben Azai^s authority was particularly intended for the last 
part of the saying, namely the citation from Aquila, as if Ben Azai 
were citing Aquila. A reconciliation of the Babli and Yerushalmi on 
this point would appear to have been in the view of the compiler. That 
might have been the case in the Yerushalmi. According to one report, 
R. Tanchuma was the author of this exegetic note, just as Ben Azai is 



Digitized by 



Google 



THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 13 

Furthermore, Targum Jonathan is quoted in Babli, in many 
instances, in the name of Rab Joseph, the president of the 
Pumbeditha Academy, who flourished in the fourth century. 
Even as late as the author of a commentary on Taharoth, for a 
long time ascribed to Hai Gaon (flourished in the 11th Century), 
quotations from Targum Jonathan are given in the name of 
Rab Joseph, which led Zekaria Frankel, Schiirer, Buhl, Winter 
u. Wiinsche, Graetz and many others to take Rab Joseph as the 



named as its author in the Babli; according to the other, it was Aquila*« 
(interpretation, not translation). And both reports were united in the 
form it reads in the Yerushalmi. Either B. A. or R. T. made use of 
the semblance of the respective Hebrew word to the Greek word, a 
method pursued extensively by the Agadists (Com. Shab. 63b; Gen. r. 
99, 7; com. Shorr fi^nn 12, 6.). It is not Aquila^s translation which it 
quoted. Zipper^s Theory (Krauss 1. c.) as well as Rappaport^s fine sug' 
gestion (:jnnit ,p^D y^y) employed by Krauss (I.e. 153) in this case, are 
superfluous. Of a similar nature is the interpretation attributed to Aquila 
in Lev. r. 33, 6 on Ez. 23:43. This curious explanation could hardly 
have found a place in the literal translation of Aquila. It does not 
belong to Aquila. 

With reference to the allegorical interpretation of Prov. 18:21, 
attributed in Lev. r. 33, 1 to Aquila, it was justly characterized by 
Field (1. c.) along with Lev. 23:40 as ^Omnino absurdae et ridiculae 
6unt*\ C^m. Tanchuma Lev. j^nito 4, where practically the same idea U 
expressed without resorting to this Greek expression. 

Questionable is the quotation from Aquila on Ps. 48, 21, cited 
in Y. Meg. 2, 4; Y. M. K. 3, 7. In the first place, Aquila renders 
niD^ ^ Ps. 46, 1 by IjcCvcaviOTriTCDV So a 1 s o i h 9:1 

vctdxYiTO^ . It stands to reason that 48, 21 was similarly rendered 
by him and not by the alleged diKivouiCa . This would agree with the 
T. rendering Mnv^ ^DVl which is also indicated in the Y. (L c), 
namely niD^^^l • It should also be noticed in passing that one other 
interpretation given there n^n O^l^l u:imi Kin agrees with the Lxx, 
which renders it el; xov^ eUdvo^ , which is also implied in 
Cant. r. 1, 22. The Syriac Hex., as well as Jerome (Field XXVI), 
would lend support to such a rendering by Aquila. The rendering 
ddavao(a cited in Field (1. c.) under column Ed. Prima, ought not 
to be take in serious consideration for obvious reasons. To all intents, 
this rendering of niD^^ is so Midrashic that it would not find its way 
even into a less rigorous translation than Aq. 

The quotation in Y. Shab. 6, 4 from Aq. on Is. 3:20 is not found 
in the Hex. The case of Ez. 16, 10 (Lam. r. 1, 1), containing a double 
rendering, may even be a quotation from Jon. The Lxx might as weU 
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14 • TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

real author of the T. Jonathan."^ > But Rashi and Tosaphoth are 
unqualifiedly right in their common explanation of this curious 
occurrence.** > It should be borne in mind that Rab Joseph him' 
self often cites the Targum Jonathan with the introductory phrase 
mp ^Km Komn Kfe5»K , which clearly signifies he had the Tar- 
gum before him.®> Furthermore, Rab Joseph also cites Onke- 
los.i<'> On the other hand, we have a citation from the Targum 
to Esth. 3, 1, ascribed to Rab Joseph, where it is clear from the 
Greek names it contains that we have a Palestinian Targum 
before us.^^> Again, some of Rab Joseph's interpretations fail to 
coincide with those in the Targum Jonathan. ^2) Jn addition. 



be meant, which here, as also in Ex. 27:16, agrees with Aq. as recorded 
in the Hex., and also disagrees, just as Aq., with its version in the 
Midrash. Similarly, the citation from Aq. on Gen. 17:1 in Gen. r. 46, 2; 
in this case abo there is no telling which Greek translation was meant, 
for the Lxx contains also such a rendering (com. Field Hex., 1. c). The 
ascription, again, to Aq. of dtations from other sources was demonstrated 
above. This might have been the case with the quotations from Aq. on 
Dan. 5, 5 (Y. Joma 3, 8 Gem.) and Esth. r. 6. In the former, Aq. 
is preserved in the Lxx only. 

7) Keilim 29, 30 on Judges 3:16; IS. 3:23, 13:21; E«. 17:7; 
Oholoth 18 on Is. 49:22. It is interesting that the Aruch(2 113^ ,2 T^^l 
cites the Targum from Hai, refraining from mentioning the source, by 
the same direct reference to R. Joseph (jdv m Dinnou 

Com. Schurer, Geschichte, VI. 149 (4th German ed); 2. 
Frankel, 2u d. T., 10-12; Buhl, Kanon, 173; Winter u. Wiinsche, Jud. 
Lit. 1, 65. 

Winter u. Wiinsche, ib., would interpret the tradition as pointing 
to the authorship of Jonathan of the fragmentary Targum to the 
Prophets in Codex Reuch. Com. also Weiss, Dor, 1. 200; 2. 123. 

8) Rashi, Kidushin 13a; Tos. Baba Kama 3a DiinnDna . 

9) San. 94b; Moed Katan 28b; Meg. 3a. 

10) Shab. 28a; Exod. 25:5, 64; Num. 31, 50; Nazir 39a; Num. 
6:9; Sota 48b: Deut. 1:49, the latter ascribed to Rab Shesheth in 
another recension. 

11) As to the existence of a Targum to Esther at a compara' 
tively early date, com. MegiUa 17a, Mishna and Gemara 18a; Y. Meg. 
2, 1. As to the assumption of Rab Joseph being the author of the 
Targum to Hagiog., com. Tosafoth Shab. IHa n»ni and MegiUa 21b 
n^OOm pointing out that the Targum to Hag. dates back to the 
Tanaitic age, while Rashi Megilla (1. c.) niwy asserts nuin l^KV 

12) Here arc some illustrations: Aboda Zara 4a, R. Joseph's in* 
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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 16 

in the instance of the Targumic citation on Is. 33:21 put in the 
mouth of R. Joseph in Jomma 77b, it is given in the name of Rab 
in Rosh Hashana 23a, and on no authority in Shek. 6, 2, Gem. 
It may be further suted that in some instances the authority 
of R. Joseph is omitted; these are introduced by the impersonal 
•p^D^inOT Again, it should be noticed that Onkelos to Genesis 
49:27 and Gen. 30:14 is said in the name of Rab and Levi (2e- 
bachim 54a) Dnno M^ ,Dnn!D ni and San. 99b on Gen. 30:14 
without '^iriD , and still this would not constitute sufficient 
evidence to place the name of Rab on Targum Onkelos. The 
evidence in question presses in the direction of an entirely dif' 
ferent conclusion, and that is, that so general was the ignorance 
of the authorship of the official Targumim that quotations from 
diem were permitted or had to be recalled on the authority of 
the one citing them. 

There is no need to dwell at length on the fanciful hypo' 
thesis first formulated by Drusius and later set forth in his 
peculiar way by Geiger and supported by Karpeles, connecting 
Jonathan with Theodotion.^* > According to this theory, the 
Targum Jonathan is founded on the Greek translation of Theo' 
dotion, while Targum Onkelos is based on Aquila.^*> But the 
Theodotion version, which is rather a revised version of the Lxx 
than an independent rendering, and whose Pharasaic origin is 
open to question, and whose author shows a scant knowledge 
of Hebrew, could hardly become the groundwork for the Rab' 
binic Targum Jonathan. There is not the remotest agreement 
between them, either as to the principles employed or as to the 
rendering, except in the names of the translators, and only a 



terpretation of Ez. 9:6; Shab. 26a on Jcrcm. 52:16; Shab. y4b; 
Kethuboth 6b on IS. 17:8, which involves an Halakic exposition cited 
also in Shab. 56a. This is contained in the Toseftoic addition on the 
margin of Codex Reuch. That Rab Joseph, however, was also an in* 
dependent interpreter appears from his interpretation of Gen. 10, 2 
(Joma 10a), in which he disagrees with the extant Targumim, while 
Pt. Jonathan agrees with R. Simoi (R. Simon in Gen. r. 37, 1). 

13) Geiger, Ursch. 163; Carpclcs, History (Heb.) 159. 

14) Com. Rapaport oiannn^ ins? 3; Luzzatto ni'UH 214; Adlcr 
"i:j^ n3»W Introduction. 



Digitized by 



Google 



16 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

highly powerful imagination would be taken by its suggestive' 



ness. 



With the collapse of these theories; with the tradition in 
complete silence over the name of the author of the official Tar' 
gum to the Prophets, and in utter lack of other evidence leading 
to the establishment of a tenable hypothesis, there is no use in 
further attempts to solve the riddle. There was no single author 
to impress tradition, and in so far as the name of the author is 
concerned, the discussion should be considered as concluded. 
But there is another question closely allied with this problem, 
which calls for consideration. Many writers on this subject 
speak of a revised redaction of the official Targumim. Some 
assert that the revision was stimulated by a missionary desire 
to supply the Gentile world, speaking an Aramaic dialect, with 
a correct rendering of the Torah, as Luzzato, supported by Rap' 
paport, would put it.i*> Others would look for its cause in the 
careless handling by the early Aramaic translators of the Hebrew 
text.^®> Berliner and Geiger adhere to the theory that the 
revision was brought about by the necessity of furnishing the 
congregations in the Diaspora, particularly in Babylonia, with a 
unified and carefully redacted Aramaic version of the Biblc.^"> 

It should be first borne in mind that these theories 
start from the viewpoint that these Targumim were, so 
to speak, rejected in Palestine and consequently found eleva' 
tion to general reverence in Bablyonia. This theory of Palestinian 
disregard for the Targum is already shown to be erroneous. 
On the whole, however, this theory will, on full examination, 
prove to be perplexing. The question arises, how is it, that the 
redactors permitted renderings to remain in the Targum which 
unmisukably signify a different reading from the Masoretic 
text? 18 > 



15) Luxzatto, Oheb, VIII; Rapaport 1. c. 

16) Mcor Enaim, Ch. 45. 

17) Ur. 164, Nach. Schriftcn 4, 103; Berliner, On. 108-110. 
Cora. Rapoport '^''nttf nn:JK p. 214. Weiss, Dor 11. 123; Dcutsch in 
Smith's Dictionary of the Bible 3411. Com. also Jost, Gcschichte d. 
Jud., V. 2, 54, Note 1. 

18) Com. chapter on textual variations, group A. As to Onk., 



Digitized by 



Google 



THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 17 

It is further assumed that the revision was made 
necessary in order to make the Targumic interpretations conform 
to current Halakic exposition. If this were the case, we should 
expect to find the Targum in complete harmony with current 
Halaka. But this is far from being the case. Onkelos presents 
a long list of cases where it differs from the formally accepted 
Halakic interpretations and decisions. So are the renderings of 
Exod. 21, 24 and Lev. 24, 19, 20 against the accepted Halaka, 
"transmitted from Moses and so seen at the court of every genera' 
tion from Joshua and on'' (Maimonides 1, 6 pnoi ^2^n ni3?n) 
that a monetary and not a corporal retaliation is meant (Baba 
Kama 83b, 84a); Lev. 19:32 disregarding Baraitha Kidushin 32; 
Deut. 23:18 against Halaka. Sifri 1. c; San. 54b; Abodah 
Zara 36b. (com. Maimonides K^^n ,n HK^n niD^K npTHH 1^ . and 
Magid Mishna 1. c). In all of which the Targum undoubtedly 
has preserved an afterwards superseded Halaka.^® > 

The same may be said, in a certain measure, of the Agada. 
Many are the cases both in Jonathan and Onkelos where the 
popular interpretations are ignored but which could hardly be 
ignored by a later redaction.2®> Pscudo- Jonathan and the Frag' 



com. Rosenthal in Weiss* Beth Talmud, 2, 284. The adduced evidence, 
however, tends rather to contradict his hypothesis of a late single com' 
position of T. Jonathan. Com. also IDH 013 1, 220. 

19) It is instructive to notice the rendering of the respective 
cases in Ps. Jonathan, which conform with the Halaka. This betrays the 
hand of a later day editor. The Ps. Jonathan, as is generally known, con- 
tains some Halakic interpretations conflicting with the current Halaka, 
which led some writers, among them Geiger, to regard it as a mine of 
early, Sadducean Halaka. Com. Revel, Karaite Halaka, p. 18. 

20) Some examples: Is. 17:8; Kethuboth 9b; Ezek. 1:14; 
Hagiga 13b; com. also the singular rendering of vv. 5, 6.^ Com. 
Hag. 1. c; Kid 72a, referring to 2K 18:11. Both official Targumim 
abound with such cases. 

Yawetz (^inv* nn^in v. 9, 254*264) is the author of a novel 
theory, namely, that Rab Joseph was the redactor of both Onkelos 
and Jonathan, as it is evident from the Targumic citations in the Talmud 
which are quoted in his name. These Targumim have originated from 
the Greek translation of Aquila, which was translated into Aramaic. 
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18 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

mcntary Targum may serve as instructive illustrations. Finally, 
there are many inconsistencies in reference to certain prin- 
ciples followed in the Targum (com. groups B and C in the chap- 
ter on textual deviations), which would not have occurred had 
it proceeded from the hand of a single redactor. Nothing, 
again, can account for the silence in the Tahnudic sources over 
an aa of such magnitude and importance. The tradition of the 
Babh of the official Targumim can hardly be taken in any 
degree to contain the historical kernel of a single authorship. It 
might be assumed, on the other hand, that it does not, in sub' 
stance, imply that Jonathan was the author of the extant Targum 
or of one lost, but points to the fact that this great Rabbi was 
preeminently skillful in the interpretation of the Prophets. Tar- 
gum would then be used in this case in its acquired and more 
general sense. Targum as a quality is counted among the merits 
of the fellow student of Jonathan, Rabban Jochanan b. 2akkai.«i> 
What has been said of Jonathan is true of Onkelos. There 
could not have been a revised redaaion of the magnitude the 
sponsors of this theory maintained. The corruptionist hypothesis 
rests on the doubtful foundation that the unofficial Targumim, 
as Pseudo' Jonathan, to which unfavorable references arc sup- 
posedly made in the Talmud, preceded the official Targum. But 
just the reverse may be true, namely, that these extraTargumim 
were built upon the official Targum. Suffice it to say that the 
existence of "Our'' Targum, stated by Tanaitic authorities, im- 
plies the fact that the other Targumim existed along with the 
official Targum. 

Rab Joseph edited and put them in final shape. Hence the name of 
Aquila (Onk.) on the Targum of the Pentateuch and also of the 
Prophets (namely, the citation in Eccl. r. 11, 3 from Jonathan Is. 
5:6, which was considered above) and of Rab Joseph on the Targum 
of the Prophets and also of the Pent, (the citation in Sota 48b). It 
is the (]jieerest of theories propounded on the question of the author- 
ship of the Targumim. Ingenuity must fail when one identifies the 
literal Aquila with the interpretative Jonathan. 

21) Soferim 16, 8: n«nB n»3n H^V iH3T p pnv \2'\ ^ 1'^ nOK 

nnjui ni3^n amo ounni nipoa no^ n^v minno nnn , which is omit- 
ted in the modified version of this saying in Sukka 28a and Baba 
Bathra 134a; to also in Kinv 2TI m:JH . Com. also Sifri Deut. 179: 

ou-tn n^b «»30 itipo ,nipo n»^ n'ao inionv td^ .nin»^ td^^ ]jro^ 
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But this does not imply that no change was introduced in 
the existing official Targumim. Certain traces in the Targum 
carry unmistakable evidence of a Babylonian recast, which was, 
however, of a very limited scope. 

This will be discussed later. The substance was left un' 
touched. Consequently, we may rest assured there was no unified 
authorship even to the extent of a thoroughgoing redaction. 
But before advancing other views with regard to the authorship, 
we might well direct our attention to evidence preserved in 
the Targum. 

It should be noticed at the outset that tradition assigns an 
early origin to the official Targumim. The same tradition which 
vaguely ascribed the Targum to late authorities is sponsor of the 
statement that they originated far back of the age of these 
authorities. Of Jonathan the tradition makes clear that he **said" 
the Targum from the mouths of the Prophets Haggai, 2^chariah 
and Malachi. With regard to Onkelos the tradition explains 
that Onkelos only restored the Targum, which originated with 
Ezra. The latter was inferred, in the name of Rab, from the 
interpretation of Nehemiah 8:8, according to which jrilDD 
carries the meaning of DUin (R. Judan, Nedarim 37a; Gen. r. 
56, end). Making all allowance, the Targum Jonathan contains 
evidence pointing to a comparatively early date. Evidence of a 
general character consists, first, of the textual deviations which 
abound in Jonathan as well as in Onkelos. *2) The 
same may be said with reference to the unacceptable Halaka, 
found in Onkelos. This fact points to a date when these matters 
were still in the balance. Why, however, they were permitted at 
a later age to remain in th^ Targum can easily be explained. 
There was first of all the tradition referring the Targumim to 
the last Prophets and Ezra, which cast a halo over them, and 
none would venture either to question the propriety of the ren' 



22) Rosenfeld^s long list of supposed deviations from the M. T. 
in Talmud (Mishpachoth Soferim, Vilna, 1883) will be found on closer 
examination to present no contradiction to this statement. With minor 
exceptions, nearly all the adduced cases are of a Midrashic nature and 
should be regarded as such. 
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dering or attempt to emend them, just because they appeared 
amazingly striking. 

There was no cause for general alarm. The Targum was read 
verse for verse with the Hebrew Text, which would bring home 
to the reflection of the hearer the established reading.2«) Still, 
precaution was sought to exclude a possible impression that the 
Targum represents the right reading. I am persuaded to interpret 
the causes for the limitations placed upon the reading of the 
Targum in the light of this supposition.** > 

The elimination of anthropomorphisms, so persistently 
carried through in the official Targumim, goes back to an early 
period. It is a tendency which has its roots in the movement 
that gave rise to the 18 Tikune Soferim (Mek. Ex. 17, 7) and 
to the substitution of descriptive appelations (Adonai, Heaven, 
etc.) for the name of God.**> In the later part of the Amoraic 
age a reaction set in against this tendency, which did not 
reappear until the Arabic Era. This principle would not have 
been so singularly stressed in the 4th century in Babylonia, not 
to speak of the 7th centxiry. Numerous anthropomorphic sub' 
stitutes were eliminated in the official Targumim by the latter 
redactors, to whom, it would seem, the anthropomorphic ex' 
pression was no longer terrifying and repugnant. 

It will be of some interest in this connection to note the 
relaxing of this principle in the Targum to Hagiog., which is 
certainly later than the Targumim to the Pent, and Prophets. 
This targumist does not hesitate to render hterally such expres' 
sions as God laughs (Ps. 2:4; 37:13), God sees (Ps. 33:13; 35:17, 
22 etc), God's eyes and eyelids (Ps. 11:4; 33:18), God's hands 



23) Com. Meg. 23b; Tos. Meg. 3; Rosh Hashana 27a. 

24) Com. Sou 39b and Y. Meg. 4, 1 Gem. The alleged reason 
mina nna OU^n non* H^V becomes more sensible if interpreted to 
mean that the pubhc should not suppose the Targum version to corres' 
pond to the esublished reading. 

25) It was this tendenqr which influenced both the Aramaic and 
the Lxx versions. Com. Z. Frankel, Vorstudien. p. 175; Einfluss, pp. 
30, 82, 130; Palaest u. Alex. Shrift., 21 et seq.; Zeller, Philosophie 
d. Griechen, v. 3, 11; 3. 253. 
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(Ps. 1 19:73). 2«) This reavels the notions of a later generation, 
which would undoubtedly have come to the surface in the 
official Targumim, had they been its production. 

The term KID^D , employed in the Targumim to cover 
anthropomorphic expressions, strikes me also as of early origin. 
It should be noticed at the outset, what a good many have missed 
to observe, that there is nothing in it to imply Greek influence. 
It represents no identity. It disavows the slightest implication 
of an agency. It is merely a term of speech adopted to disguise 
anthropomorphic presentations, for the awe-inspiring exaltation 
of God, hiding the face, Uke Moses, for fear "to look up to 
God'\ It was intended not so much to interpret or explain as 
to remind and evoke a higher reaction. It is fully employed in 
the same sense as nnT or IDKD is used in the Bible, in which 
image vno^D was certainly cast.*''> In a later age, under the 
influence, it would seem, of the Greek Logos, this term acquired 
the meaning of a definite essence, an embodied heavenly power 
approaching an intermediary agency.*®> The nm calls to 
Moses;2*> it visits, surrounds and kisses.*®> In the Book of 
Wisdom, probably of Palestinian origin, the all'powerful word 
of God leaps down from heaven, ""a stem warrior into the midst 



26) L. Ginsburg in the Jewish En. Anthropo. seemingly failed to 
take notice of this distinction when he made the unqualified statement 
that the earher Targumim retained in translation such expressions as 
the hand, finger, eye etc. of God. This is true of the Targum to the 
Hagiog. only. In Jonathan an evasive substitute is always employed in 
such cases. As to the hand of God, com. Joshua 22:31; IS 5:7; IK 
18:46; Is. 5:25, 9:11, 11:11, 15:31. 3; Jcr. 1:9 etc. As to finger, 
com. Exod. 8:15 with the exceptions of Exod. 31:18 and its parallel 
in Deut. 9:10, in which case, it seems, the substitute was ehminated, 
as in the creation story, in order to avoid an explanation that the 
tablets were given by some inferior power, or to escape the danger of 
allegorizing the fact of the ublets. Com. further Exod. 33:12, 13; 
1 Kings 8:29; Is. 1:15; 43:4; Jer. 7:30. 

27) In P». 33:6, 9; 107:20; 147:15. 18; 148:8 ^yi u a descnp- 
tive term for the action of God, while in 119:89 it is descriptive of 
the Torah. 

28) Com. Gen. r. 4. 2. 

29) Lev. r. 1. 4. 
^0) Cant. r. 1:13. 
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of a doomed land'\3i) The term Kio^o , then, could not have 
originated in a period when it might be taken to signify a distinct 
God'like power. In its use in translation it would have the effect 
of investing the Kio^o with all activity, God being inactive — 
and nothing could be more horrible to the non^Hellenistic Jew 
than a transcendentalism of the Alexandrian mould. As was 
noticed before, the later Bablyonian redactors have limited in 
the Targum the use of the Kno^o . It is remarkable that in the 
creation story all anthropomorphic expressions are, contrary to 
principle, literally rendered. In most of the parallel cases in 
Ps. Jonathan KIO^O is inserted. The reason for that might be 
found in the new significance which this term had assumed, so 
that the application of this term in the creation story would 
carry the implication that some other power, separate from 
God, was the author of the act of the creation.* 2) 

The Targum to the Prophets is not wanting in more specific 
evidence, although this sort of evidence is admittedly scant. This 
T. is far from being Midrashic. It is primarily a translation, 
and the chief concern of the translator is to find the right mean' 
ing and the interpretation of the word and phrase; it is not 
seeking to explain the exigencies of the age, or to propound 
the mysteries of the generations. It does, however, in a few 
cases make use of allegory. In the allegorical interpretation un' 
mistakable allusions were preserved to events which can be 
placed. The events extend over many periods, which furnish 
us the clue to the historical origination of the Targum. 

Direct historical reference is made in the Targum to 
Hab. 3:17: ...nn ntrptD trna ,DODa3 ?ir pKi mon k5» n^Kn ^d 
The Targum interprets this to refer to the four Kingdoms yn^K 
nV35^0 **> But referring to Rome, the version reads ^Hon pv^rnr^ 



31) Wiftdom 18:15. Com. also 16:12; 4 Eftd. 6:38. 

32) Com. On. Gen. 3:9, 22; 5:2; 6:3. In all these cases Ps. 
Jonathan has k^d^O inserted. In Gen. 8:1 there is a complete agreement 
in the translation between On. and Ps. Jonathan, except that the latter has 

K^DfD . No explanation can plausibly account for that, except the 
supposition that a later redactor, out of fear for a possible misleading in' 
ference, and who would not feel irritated over an anthropomorphic 
expression, eliminated ino'D in the respective cases. 

33) The reading of the exUnt editions ni^TDl D'aaia ^^^^; naJl 
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D^jrn'^D KOID^P pna^ K>1 . This emphasis on the tribute by the taf 
gumist is remarkable. None of the barbarities committed by 
the Romans inflamed his rage as did the tribute. This reference 
then, must have been coined at a time when the chief agitation 
of the people gathered around the problem of the tribute. The 
targumist meant the census instituted by the second Procurator 
Quirinius (6'7 C. E.), which aroused rebeUion, being regarded 
by the people as bondage. Had the destruction of the Temple 
taken place at the time of this reference to Rome, this act would 
have certainly been recorded instead of the census.** > 

IS. 28:1: ...onDK ni3Jr niW nioy MH translating allegorically: 

n^nnae^in KHPD n^m . In the same way also w. 3, 4. Allusions are 
here made to the deplorable sute of the High Priesthood. The 
reference may go to the Sadducean Hasmonean rulers, particularly 
to Alexander Jannaeus, who incurred the deadliest hatred of the 
people. This hatred of the "sinners who rose against us"; who 
''laid waste the throne of David in tumultous arrogance'' (Ps. 
of Sol. 17, 4-8); who "utterly polluted the holy things of the 
Lord (1, 8) and had profaned with iniquities the offerings of 
God" (2, 3).**> Reference to John Hjrrcanus is made in Ps. 
Jonathan to Deut. 33:11, according to Geiger (Ur. 479), which, 
however, may also be equally apphcable to the father of Mattath^ 
ias, John, whom later authorities, mistakenly, took for a High 
Priest. The failure, however, of the targumist to allude to the 
Kingship of the sinful High Priest, speaks against this supposi^ 
don. It is a safer supposition that the Herodian High Priests 
or the state of the High Priesthood under the Roman Procurators, 
when this most sacred dignity became a salable article, is here 



is a later emendation, probably to escape the rigors of the censor. It 
should read with Lagardc, ]ii nu , 

34) Com. Ant. XVIL 21. As to the date of the Census, com. 
Schiirer, Geschichte, 4th German ed. VI, erste Anhang. Com. also 
Hausrath N. T. Times (Eng. ed.) v. 2, pp. 74'83. It was this state 
of mind from which emanated the curious rendering of n^V3Dni 
(Is. 3:6) nn^SiOl > taxation, against the Agadic interpretation to mean 
the Law (Chag. 14b; Gittin 43b). Com also Is. 55:5. 

35) Com. also 8:10, 13, 26. Com. Buchanan, Charles, Apocrypha. 
II. 628. 
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meant.* ®> I am persuaded to believe that the targumist had 
in mind particularly the appointment by Herod of Annanel to 
the High Priesthood, which by right and general expectation 
was to belong to Aristobul III.»'^> 

IS. 64:11: PDKnn n^K ^VT\ is so rendered as to give vent to 
the general excitement of the time. It runs: nwi lonnn P^K ^)fn 
WD5»y IV wn innyc^T K^y^t5^n5» k3-ik n^n^ ; likewise Hab. 3:1. 
The wicked are the rulers over the people. They are not the 
Gentiles, Romans, whom the T. would call either by name or 
by the general appelation D^13 ^K^ooy ; K^y^JTlis applied to the 
wicked of Israel only. I am inclined to think the allusion is 
made to the Herodian rulers rather than to the later Hasmo- 
nean rulers. The expression toiK n\l^ nKI could hardly have 
been intended for Alexander Jannaeus, whose rule was not too 
long, being then followed by the just rule of Alexandra. The 
targumist would, at the same time, place the beginning of the 
Herodian rule in the early days of the Antipater's political as' 
cendency. There are other references to the Herodian rulers. 

Hos. 4:13 D3^ni:n 7\y:w I3 5»y is rendered p:TD p ?y 
K-'ooy |o \^T22^ nnnon p3n5»3i K^ooy njno p35» 7\H^r^l panjn 



36) Com. Ant. XX. 8, 8; Pesachim y7a; Tos. Mcnachoth end. 

.onv»n^D »^ nn .pan n«3o »^ mk .on^no »^ mh ,Din»n n»nD »^ mh 
nn .HKB p ^nyov* ni30 «^ nn :ooiD^ipD '^ mk .dtwib n»io y^ nn 
D'Diin Dnnn:?! o^^snoK ononm Dn»33i D»^nj cans onv Denjuo »^ 
.m^poa o:rn nn 

Also Lev. r. 21. 5; Y. Yoma 1, 1: 

'b iBPOV o»BV3a m nn m pjj"»in vnv n^n pooa nniK ]»^di3 pnv 'jy 
niDTi inm p"»»3BnD nvnVnmv p»3 .wv 'd pn»n pyov \not .D^sna 
...«lDa ^v nno »nv laa n»a n^anr nnKa nw^fo .nnspno in^nuv m 
.miaon nn n»o nea non ...an? ^v nno 'nv «a n^a n^m inn io:?i 
Com. Yoma 9a. 

37) Ant. XV. 2. 4. This reference might also be applicable to 
the High Priest Simon the son of Boethus, whose daughter Herod loved 
and married, and. in order to augment the dignity of the family, con' 
ferred upon him this high honor (Ant. XV, 9, 3). Although a priest 
of note, his elevation to office in this manner and the overthrow of 
Jesus the son of Phabet, his predecessor, brought upon him the indigna* 
tion of the people and the hatred they entertained for the Herodian 
dynasty. 
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This is certainly an early T.; v. 14 is interpreted literally. 
Had it been the intention of the T. to soften some harsh ex' 
pression flung against the morality of the Jewish daughters, it 
would have been followed in the other v. But the former deals 
a rebuke to the Herodians, who have intermarried with Gentile 
rulers. Herod married a Samaritan woman (Ant. 12, 2, 19); 
his son Alexander — Glaphira, daughter of Archelaus, King of 
Cappadocia (Ant. 16, I, 2); Drusilla, the sister of Agrippa II, 
was prevailed upon to transgress the laws of her forebears and 
to marry Felix, the procurator (Ant. 20, 7, 2), while her former 
husband, the heathen King of Emesa and the second husband 
of her sister Berenice, the King of Cihda, though circumcised, 
would hardly be regarded as a proselyte. The latter renounced his 
conversion as soon as Berenice left him (Ant. ib.). The cohabi' 
tation of Berenice with Titus (Dio Cassius 66, 15) is a further 
instance. It was the general reaction towards this open violation 
of the Law which the Rabbi would express in the only safe 
way through the exposition of some Prophetic utterance. 

Of a more pronounced nature is the reference conuined in 
the T. to Is. 65:4 ij^5^ Dmvjni onnpn D^ne^^n — w^nnn innn 
inn KtrJK ^jn nafi oyi Knnp iDyo i:m . It is a valuable historical 
stotement of the erection of Tiberias. Herod Antipas built it 
on a site strewn with sepulchres. This was resented by the ortho' 
dox Jews, who would not, on account of uncleanlincss, settle 
there, even after the sepulchres had been removed. Herod was on 
that account impelled to bring pressure to bear on the first 
settlers, a great many of whom were strangers, poor people and 
slaves. (C!om. Ant. 18. 2, 3; Gen. r. 23, I). The whole incident 
was soon to be forgotten, as the city came to assume great emi- 
nence in the Great Rebellion, although the more scrupulous 
would still hesitate, until the time of R. Simon Ben Jochai (com. 
Shab. 34a) to settle in certain parts of it. So that this indignation 
of the targumist must emanate from the very time of the act 
of Herod. This T. belongs to 28 C. E. 

I am inclined to think that the T. to Am. 6:1 n^B^KT ^npJ 
Qi^3n — ^ooy ^Jn Oltra pn^Jn Oltr pO^PO refers to the Herodians 
and their followers, who would give themselves foreign names, 
and were not known, like the Hasmoneans, by the Hebrew 
double. As it is well known, Jews during the Hasmonean rule 
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would unhesitatingly give themselves Greek names. But this 
practice grew abominable in the sentiment of the people in the 
days of the Herodian rulers. There are many references to 
this effect in the Agada (Exod. r. I, 30; Lev. r. 32. 3; Tan. 
Balak 25, etc.), all of which, I suppose, emanated from that 
period. Com. also Hos. 8:12. 

The reference in T. to Ez. 39:16 to the destruction of Rome 
is interesting. It suggests that the T. took Rome as jlj . As Gog 
is the Messianic foe of Israel, one feels that in the time of 
either the Great or the Bar^Kochba Rebellion, the revolutio' 
naries, in their pious and Messianic mood, would take Rome as 
the prophetic jl3 , so that its overthrow is sure to come. Hence 
the source of the targumic interpretation. I am also led to be^ 
lieve that this was the reason why the T. turns the gloomy and 
miserable description of the "Servant" (Is. ch. 53) into a most 
glorious presentation. The targumist, living in a time when the 
Messiah stood at the head of warring armies, could hardly have 
conceived those objectionable features in a literal sense. V. 5 
points clearly to Bar Kochba. 

Mi. 5:9, 10, 12 ...-|^nn3-io ^mnwni nmpo i^did ^mam 

The T. changes the simple meaning of the words and renders 
them this way: 

K^Doy mp ^v^B'Ki .(9) pno^m n^niKi iJ^no v^'i^o^f nioiD ^v^b^w 
pnnopi K^Doy •'o^^v "•v^jtki .(10) w^fi^pn pno-iD ?3 iodki lyiKo 
(12) irno . 

This is a curious rendering. The second half of v. 12 is ren' 
dered literally. All other references in the Prophets to the 
idolatry of Israel are rendered literally by the T. But the T. in 
these verses is construed to give expression to the popular re 
sentment of the act of Herod to construct heathen cities in 
Palestine, and the erection in them of temples and statues. 

Another allusion to a contemporary situation is found in 
the Targum to Judges 5:11. The interpretation reads: pm nnWD 
pDD^D nninoi poo? njoo n"»n pnn^m pnoji pn^ pdjk . There 
is here the twofold reference to the robber and to the publican. 
In both aspects the hint is to the last days of Jerusalem. The ab- 
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horrencc for the publican, who was considered an outlaw,3®> 
was general among the people in those troublesome days. Re' 
garding the former, the implication seems to be of the activities 
of the Sicarii under the Procuratorship of Felix or Festus, par' 
ticularly the latter, of whom Josephus says that upon his coming 
Judea was afflicted by robbers while all the villas were set on 
fire and plundered by them.^®) The targumist is setting the 
mark on the facts against which his generation most vehemently 
reacted. 

The interpreution of the T. of D^K^tDn DnpD''1 (Is. 15;4) 
KnOB nOKn pj''JOl is also suggestive of an event preceding the 
destruction of the Temple which is told in the Talmud of 
Agrippa I, that wishing to know the number of the people 
while avoiding its prohibition, he asked the High Priest to count 
the Paschal sacrifices. •***> I would not, however, stress this 
evidence. A later targumist might as well have used for exe' 
getical purpose a current Agada. 

Of more historical suggestiveness is the Targum to Ze. 11, 1 
yr\^l PJ3^ nne interpreted to refer to the heathen peoples and 
the destruction of their dties. This verse was interpreted by 
Rabban Jochanan b. Zakkai to imply the pending destruction 
of the Temple, which was generally accepted. *i> Why a tar' 
gumist living in a generation in> pressed by the destruction of 
the Temple should select so strange an allegorical interpretation 
is hardly conceivable. It would seem that he did not know of 
the destruction of the Temple and was imbued with the political 
Messianism, which was an important factor in the Rebellions. 

The Targum, however, also contains evidence pointing to 
a period subsequent to the destruction of Jerusalem. Is. 54:1 



38) Com. B. Kama 113a, Mish.; Shab. 39a; San. 25b. 

39) Ant. XX, 9, 10. The distinction should be drawn between 
the patriots and the sicarii who, to all intents, were robbers of the 
vilest sort and employed by Felix for the purpose of inflaming unrest 
to screen his outrages. 

40) Pesachim 64b; Tosefu 4. Com. Wars 6. 9, 3. There are 
strong reasons for assuming that it was a historical reality. 

41) nooBo ^3»n ^3»n : i^ ion »h3t in t^nr tm ,n i^jnv ly 
p nnat t^ na^na laai mn»^ t^np ibiov oh mv ,iotp n^pio nrm 

J^'ai \^S2^ nr« uny Yoma 39b, and in Yenishalmi in a somewhat 
modified version, 6, 3 end. 
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n^iyn ^:no nooiis' ^:n D^nn o the Targum interprets nn^ ^3d nw 

In the same sense Is. 2:5 n^JoK D^:n nmi nyir m?^ mpy iy 
is rendered in the Targum m^ny K"lpy KnnKD mm D^^K^n^ p 
PDID^ K'^ooy ^:iD K^tol ^oni Knni?3 DVD K-'fenm . Jerusalem is 
here seen to be desolate. Rome is in its bloom. There is still 
the thirst for revenge from Rome, which also found expression 
in the Targum to Is. 25:12 meaning by tid Rome, and Ez, 
39:16. Com. also Targum Is. 32:14. The targumist hved in 
a period following the destruction but not too far away. Mi. 7:1 1 
is interpreted in the T. to refer to the cessation of the persecu' 
tions of the nations: K>ooy mn:i |?Dnn> K^HH Knyn . The refer- 
ence is to the situation which arose in Palestine after the rebclhon 
of Bar Kochba. The targumist had in mind the persecutions of 
Hadrian. It is hardly appropriate to the pohtical repressions of 
the Roman Procurators. It might be well applied to the per- 
secutions of the Byzantine rulers which, however, could hardly 
have found room in the Palestinian Targum, known and used 
in Babylonia in the third century. 

A less pronounced indication of a post'Destruction age is 
suggested in the T* to Malachi 1:11 ^or? ir^O nopo Dlpo ?3ni 
rendering: pDni^vi ...pDni^v ^npK m:k ^n^n piny pnKi p'J^ ^3:i^ 

The conception implied here that the prayer replaced the 
sacrifice is an outgrowth of the age following the destruction 
of the Temple, after the cessation of sacrifice. The sacrifice was 
regarded with so much holy reverence by the Rabbis, that such 
a conception would be considered an attempt at the divinity of 
the sacrifice.* 2 > 

Finally, the Targum to Is. 21:9 may also be of historical 
contents. Here the Targum reads 5>nn ?do? Kn^ny nK n^DJ . The 
wish is here expressed for the downfall of Babylonia. This sug' 
gests an age of persecution in Babylonia against the Jews. 



42) This conception has its origin in the saying of R. Jochanan 
B. Zakkai: nmoa H'HV nrw niBD ^ib m^ (Aboth of R. N. 4, 5). Com. 
saying of R. Shmuel b. Nachmani on this verse nwon fi^BD 'nn (Jal* 
qut 1. c). So saying of R. Eliezer nuiipno Ifiv nbtn n^nJJ (Berak. 
32b). Com. Jalqut Eliezer mp : 011$ pD^nnv IDTl jr^vn ^HIV' non 
.n^BD n^n lano t»n pvs:? iBsnoi ]2'')p hod 
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Babylonia in an earlier period was looked upon with admiration 
by the Jews. It was only after the fanatical Sassanides had estab- 
lished themselves on the throne of Persia that the large Jewish 
population of Babylonia began to experience the same tribulation 
which their brethren in Palestine were undergoing under the 
Roman rule.*^' After the new departure in the ruling dynasty. 
Babylonia, hke Rome, incurred the bitter resentment of the 
Jews. Before the Chebarin (Magii) came to Babylonia, we 
are told in Gittin 17a, the saying of R. Chiya: "God knew that 
Israel could not bear the persecution of the Edomites, 
so he led them to Babylonia"' was true, but after their 
arrival Rabbi Bar Bar Ghana was right in his utterance: 1K KJon*) 
iK^y "im K^IDD PK Tin K^IDI . This period is impHed in the 
Targum to Is. 28:20 D:3nn3 nnv n3Doni — P'^VD ^K^M PD^K^I 

.Kno ^:d^ 

On the other hand, the fall of Babylonia is with the author 
still a desire, a fervent expectation. The overthrow of Babylonia 
by the Arabians is not yet in sight. There is no other allusion 
in the Targum to the Arabs. So that this allusion to Babylonia 
affords us a terminus ad quem. 

To check up the findings, the scant evidence preserved in 
the Targum to the Prophets falls apart in different groups. Some 



43) Com. Saying of Rab. ton T3 ^BflV DIB rn^njr Yoma 17a; 
also Pcsachim 54a: DIB DIS^DI .,.D"!^J '310 D1013D Dn3T nyiV 1311 lifl 
^icn ino « There is a striking parallel interpretation in Ps. Jonathan 
Gen. 15:12 referring nhti to Persia: ..IDHDl HB»pT nb n'^1 ^D»D^ UTiny"! 
or in the version of the Frag. H^l ^BD^ HT^npi H'OIB"! umi^D H^n nm 
]iO^ »O^J?^ noipn n^ mnn . It should be remarked that Ps. Jonathan 
introduces here the Messianic conception of the Four Kingdoms of the 
Exile, the Fourth being Edom or Rome. The targumist in this insUnce 
dismisses Rome, placing in its stead Persia'Babylonia. In the Midrash 
(Gen. r. 44, 2), on which this interpretation is based, n^B3 is referred 
to Edom with the parenthetic note: ^ni n P^^ n^BU t^B^nov VM 
^13 n^B3 n^B3 ni na»nn . It is clear that both in the Midrash and 
the Ps. Jon. Babylonia (or Persia) had come to be regarded as worse 
than Rome, as fully expressed in the saying of Rab. At the same time, 
it is made clear in the Midrash that the interpretation of n^B3 as refer^ 
ring to Bablyonia is based upon Is. 21:9, consequently the Targum 
to Is. 21:9 was either known to them and used by the Ps. targumist 
or that the interpretation in the respective cases was simultanously origin^ 
ated. The former assumption, however, is the more plausible one. 
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are pointing to a pre-Destruction date, some to a period im- 
mediately following the Destruction, some, again, to a still later 
period. But they do not lead to contradicting results. The evi' 
dence demonstrates in a most excellent manner the progressive 
composition of the Targum until it assumed its present form. 
During this long time, the Targum was submitted to changes 
of different natures, when finally, before the Arabic invasion 
of Babylonia, it was indorsed in the shape in which it has come 
down to us. 

We shall now devoie our attention to a study of 
the relation between the official Targumim. There is a con- 
spicuous affinity between Onkelos and Jonathan. Most of the 
early writers on this subject were struck by it but failed to 
realize its extent, which consequently lead them to different con- 
clusions. So, while De Rossi and Herzfeld were certain that 
Onkelos knew the Targum to the Prophets, Zunz took the view 
that Jonathan had Onkelos before him, whom he quoted in 
Judges 5:26; 2 Kings 14:6; Jerem. 48:46.** > Herzfeld would 
consider all these citations as later interpolations.*^ > But on 
closer study of the official Targumim the cases of agreements 
between them will be found to be so numerous and of such a 
nature that they can be explained neither on the hypothesis of in- 
terpolation nor on the assumption of one having made use of 
the other. The reader will first be referred to the chapter on gen- 
eral peculiarities of Jonathan. The peculiar treatment by this T. 
of certain expressions, to distinguish between the holy and pro- 
fane; Israel and other peoples; the belief in a second death for the 
wicked, all are found in Onk. Besides, there are numerous other 
cases in which both Targumim agree. I will cite here the Ps. 
Jonathan only to show that there could be a different render- 
ing in the respective cases. 

Josh. 1:6 roKI Ptn Targum D''5>K1 ^pn. So Onkelos Deut. 
31:7. Ps. Jon. ^^••nnKI ?Pin^K . 

ib. 1:9 nnn K^ Targum nnnn So Onk. Deut. 31:8. 

Ps. Jon. y-i^nn . 



44) De Rossi Mcor Enaim 1. c; Hcrzfcld. Gcschichtc 1. c; Zunz, 
G. V. 1. c. 

45) L. c. 
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ib. 3:13 ...li noy^ Targum Knpn . So Onk. of D>D non 
(Gen. 21:14. 15. 19). Ps. Jon K^DT VP'^I ^ In Exod. 15:8 
12 103 inVJ Onk. l^W 1DP . Ps. Jon. Kpn . The Targum to 
Psalms 33:7; 78:13 is Kpn 

ib. 7:21 nyjr nniK Targum >^nm ^^DVK . So Onk. Gen. 
14:1. Ps. Jon. DIDilD . 

ib. 10:26 D^vy ntron ^y D^nn Targum Kni''^. So Onk. 
Lev. 40:19; Deut. 21:22. 23. Ps. Jon. KD^P . 

ib. 12:5; 13:13 ^rayom Targum DniP^BKI. So Onk. Deut. 
3:14. Ps. Jon. D1TP^DJK*«>. 

ib. 13:3 Kin ^K^K^^ ^H^K HIH^ ,n?nj HtTD |nj K? M^ OniS'^l 

on^n: Targum pnn^DnK ^k^b^^ ^h^k ^^ pn? nn^ n ?:no . Also 

Ezck. 44:28 DHTHK ^JK ?mtr'»n DH^ Unn K^ HTHKI Targum 
pnnjDnK pj^K pn? n^nnn pno . This is the rendering by Onk. 
of Deut. 18:2 in^nj Kin 'n . But Ps. Jon. KnnniD yn"iKi n'>'^\t^v 
.KDJinpi 

ib. 14:4 Dn^r"i:i01 Targum pn^nni. Also Ezek. 45:2; 48:17. 
So Onk. Lev. 25:34; Num. 35:2. 3. 4. Ps. Jon. pJnD . 

ib. 20:1 D^po ''IV Targum Knint^r M"lp. So Onk. Num. 
35:6. 11. 13. Ps. Jon. j^pi nnp. 

ib. 20:5, 9 Din ^k:i Targum KOI ?k:. So Onk. Num. 
35:19. 21. 24. 25; Deut. 19:6. But Ps. Jon. KOI ynn . 

ib. 20:5 nyn ^?nn O Targum n^yno K?n nK. So Onk. 
Deut. 19:4. Ps. Jon. pl3no K^n. 

ib. 23:16 .•.mno omnKi Targum KyiK ^yo V'lt^ Pimm 
Knno. So Onk. Deut. 11:17. Ps. Jon. M^^yo K^nimon pinni 
.Knntro KyiK 

Judges 5:8 D''tnn D^n^K 1? inn^ Targum >:n lynnK n3 
pnnnnK pnn ipoyn^K k^ Kn^ny mpon imn Kniyo? n^Do^ ^Kir^ 

Onk. to Deut. 32:17 ...iKn nnpo D^tnn Diyn^ K? O^n^K Render- 
ing: pjmn pannnK pnn ipoyn^K k^ n^nyriK nnpoi jmn i?m 
Fragmentary pDhnnK pnn nan^K K?1 pinnK pn3 jo. Com. 
Sifri 1. c. and Fnedmann On. and Ak., p. 65. 

IS. 13:12 pDKnKI Targum n^JOnriKI. So Onk. Gen. 45,1. 
Ps. Jon. KiniDO^. 



46) Kohut*8 suggestion on these renderings (Aruch DH^pBit) 
will only serve the point in question. 
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ib. 15:7 niB' Targum Kijn So Onk. Gen. 25:18. Ps. Jon. 
ib. 23:22 ^y^r]^ Targum iJ^priKI. So Onk. Exod. 16:4. 

Ps. Jon. p:ot^i .«"?— mnriKi. *^> 

IK. 18:28; 5:16 m^HM Targum lOonnKI. Also Jcrem. 
47:15. So Onk. Dcut. 14:1. Ps. Jon. pDnc'n pnun K? . 

2K. 5:16 n tMM Targum i-r-n n'^PHKI. So Onk. Gen. 19:3. 
Ps. Jon. D^^B. 

ib. 5:19 nK mnD Targum ^KyiK miD . So Onk. Gen. 
35:16; 48:7. Ps. Jon in former: yn"lKn KD^^y piJTK ^y^^D 
in latter: «y-tK ^yi^D. 

ib. 6:18 DniJDn DDM Targum «"inntrn. So Onk. Gen. 
19:11. Ps. Jon. Knmiinn . Frag, nnmnx 

ib. 16:6 5>B^ri Targum inni. So Onk. Deut. 7:22. Ps. Jon. 

ib. 18:32 ^21) nn nK Targum Kntro pnny Knnm Kynn 
rm Kiny K^^1 . So Onk. Deut. 8:8. Ps. Jon l^i^V Kn^noin |D1 

ib. 21:6 D^jyn^ ni« HK^yi trn:i ?jw Targum nnyi is^^mi p:yi 

pon pn^n . So Onk. Lev. 19:26; 20:6; Deut. 18:10, 14. 

Ps. Jon. p:^y n>nK. 

ib. 23:25 HKO ?Dni Targum \-tlDDJ ^3nv So Onk. Deut. 
6:5. Ps. Jon. PDJIOO 5>Dn. 

IS. 3:20 nnyvn Targum K^^n n^n. So Onk. Num. 31:50 

pi^r . Ps. Jon. pn'^jniK ID «''K'np . 

Jcrem. 7:24 etc. DD? nmKrn Targum pnn? nimnn. So Onk. 
Deut. 29:18. Ps. Jon. ir^n Knv^ ninn3. 

Ezek. 12:7. 8. 12 no^y Targum «5»np. So Onk. Gen. 15:17. 
Ps. Jon. KlDDin. Gen. r. 45, 9 Kno^DK. 



47) Ps. Jon. agrees with On. and Jon. m Gen. 16:7; 20:1. 
Onkelos renders ra pai np t'^ (''>i^ 16:14) niJin t»31 opi p2 
presumably influenced by 20:1 my ]tn anp pi. Cases of this sort 
are numerous in Onkelos. Similar cases in Jonathan are cited 
in the chapter on textual deviations. But as to Ps. Jon., the render* 
ing also of *)^y in 16:7; 20:1 was ntl^n as in 28:18, in which the 
Fragmentary concurs. Evidence for this is presented in Gen. r. 45, 9: 
ntl^m miH3 ,0»Dn py ^ • Also Ps. Jon. to Exod. 15:22. Grone* 
mann*s (Pent. Ober., p. 20) argument on this is thus a miscalculation. 
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ib. 20:39 niy ^'?^r^^\ k? ^k^ip or dki Targum p^nn k5. 
So Onk. Exod. 20:22; Lev. 21:6, 12, 15; 22:32. Ps. Jon. poDn 
But l^^ni D''Dn3 )V02 (Jcr. 31:4) l^^nKI • So Onk. Dcut. 20:6. 
Ps. Jon. n'^^^t. 

ib. 28:13 nDK^M DHtT K^^K^tn D^HM mOB DIK Targum 

pinoTK vi2^ pn^njDi k?"iidi ko^ ona D^nnoi jpn^ jwdd . So Onk. 
Exod. 28:17, 18, 19, 20. But not so Ps. Jon. and F. 

Joel 2:13 ion mi D^BK IIK Targum inyo? UD01 m P^niD 
pno. So Onk. Exod. 34:6. Ps. Jon. ion ...nn inK. 

These cases are of special interest also for determining the 
nature of the relation between Onkelos and the non'official Tar- 
gumim. But of equal importance are the cases of agreement 
between the official Targumim in which the non^official Targumim 
concur. They also belong to Onkelos. I do not intend to raise 
the question of the origin and history of the non^official Tar' 
gumim to the Pentateuch. I have my own view of them, differ* 
ing appreciably from those offered. But whether we assume 
with Bacher that in the Fragmentary is preserved a rehc of the 
ancient and original Palestinian Targum on which were based 
both Onkelos and Ps. Jonathan which form stages of the same 
Targum,*® > or whether we choose the simpler view enunciated 
by Traub u. Seligson, that Ps. Jon. and the Fragmentary arc 
to some extent a critical revision of Onkelos,*® > there ia the 
general recognition of the common ground of these Targumim 
and Onkelos. The fact, therefore, that they agree with Onkelos 
cannot be construed to impart to the cases in question a different 
character. 

Josh. 10:11; 14:6,7 y:-i3 riPD Targum n«0 Dpi So Onk. 
and Ps. Jon. Num. 32:8 etc. 

ib. 12:2 pn^n IV) Targum Kpnr . So Onk. and Ps. Jon. Gen. 
32:23; Num. 21:24 etc. 



48) This is true only when it is spoken of profanation of God 
(Is. 48:11; Ez. 20;9, 14; 22:36; 27:33); profanation of the Sabbath 
(Is. 56:2, 6; Ez. 20:16, 21, 24, 38). But when it is spoken of pro' 
fanation of the land and temple ndDN is employed. 

49) Z. D. M. G., V. 28. 60-63. 

50) Frankel's Monatschrift. 1857, 101 et seq. Gronemann (Pent. 
Obersetz., p. 8, note) also thinks that the Fragmentory and Ps. Jon., 
especially the latter, have expanded Onkelos. 
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ib. 11:2; 12:3 nn:3 Targum noira • So Onk. and Ps. Jon. 
Num. 34:11 etc. 

ib. 12:8; 10:13, 20 nn^H Targum Knono IDK^. So Onk. 
and Ps. Jon. Dcut. 4:49. 

Judges 1:6 ^:^p >:ni Targum HKO^r ^:ni. So Onk; and 
Ps. Jon. Gen. 15:19 and Frag. Num. 24:21, 22. 

ib. 3:8 Dnn; aiK Targum mB ^y n DiK So Onk. and 
t's Jon. Gen. 24:10. 

lb 17:5, 12 T n« Kt»on Targura p"iP n^ 3np1. So Onk, 
aiiJ Ps. Jon Exod. 28:41. 

IS 19:13, 16 D*D"in Targum K^JD^V So Onk and Ps Joa. 
Gen. 31: 19, 34, 35. 

2S 1:19 Jk^K^^ ^nvn Targum innynK. So On. Exod. 33:21 
nnv:i — inynni . Ps. Jon. nnyo ^nni . Also Deut. 29:9. 

IK 11:36; 15:4 t: nVH IVD^ Targum I3fe . So Onk. and 
Ps. Jon. Num. 21:30 dt:i • 

2K 3:13 ,..?« ^KIK'^ 1^5 nD«n Targum lynn , So Onk. and 
Ps. Jon. Gen. 19:7, 18. 

ib. 5:21 r]2^^Dn ?ytD 5dm Targum pDnnKI So Onk. and 
Ps. Jon. Gen. 24:64. 

ib. 19:37 onnK nK Targum mp Ky"l«5. So Onk. and Ps. 
Jon. Gen. 8:4. (Ps. Jon. impn)«*i>. 

There is also agreement between them with regard to the 
belief in a second death for the wicked in the Messianic Age. 
So Jon. Is. 65:6; Jerem. 51:39. Both Onk. and Frag, render 
Deut. 33:6 no^ 5ki piK"i ^n> — w>3n KDioi KD^;^ >>nn piKi ^n^ 
niD^ k5 ; Frag.: n3i won wniDi niD^ k5i kd?w ui«"i ^n^ 
K^y^rn ^n^D. JKOn pO^ indicating direction (Is. 9:19; Ezek. 
21:21; 2^ech. 12:6) are rendered by K^IDV KtDnn • So Onk. and 
Ps. Jon. Gen. 13:9. Is. 14:9 D^KOn Targum jna: . So Onk. 
and Ps. Jon. Gen. 15:20. Chayjoth in mpl maK***> has brought 
to notice the remarkable change in the rendering of Dmy 
by Onk. Everywhere in Gen. it is rendered ^K"iny but beginning 
with Exod. ^min^ is the rendering. The motive for that might 
be the exegetical saying of R. Simeon b. Jochai on Gen. 49:8: 



51) Cited also in Gen. r. 33, 2. 
,a> Page 8. 
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In that Ps. Jon., with a single exception, agrees. (Gen. 
43:32). But Exod. 21:2 nny nny njpn ^3 and Deut. 15:20; 13:12 
nnnyn 1« nayn l>nK l5 -|DD> ^D both Onk. and Ps. Jon. have 
^mK'^ nn in order, it would appear, to avoid the misinterpreta- 
tion: the slave of an Israelite (com. Mechilta I. c). Jonathan as 
a rule renders U'^'^^V — "•Kmn^ IS 13:3, 17; 14:11, 21; Jonah 
1, 9. But Jerem. 34:9 (also 14) innDK^ DH JT^KI )12V HK K'^K n?r? 
7]'»^2Vn) '>l2Vn . The T. follows Onk. and Ps. Jon. rendering 

Zech. 12:8 D^n?K3 nm n^ni Targum pm^lD. So Onk. and 
Ps. Jon. Gen. 6:4 D^n?«n ^:n — K^mm. 

This comparative list could be extended appreciably. But 
the number of cases presented are sufficient to show the real 
nature of the problem. There could be found sound ex' 
planation for the similarity between Onk. and the Frag, and 
Ps. Jon. even were we not to proceed along the lines of the 
theories offered, for they are exploiting the same field, the Penta' 
teuch. Why, however, should an author of a Targum to the 
Prophets seek harmony with Onkelos in many comparatively un* 
important details of rendering, will hardly be possible to explain. 
Could not the Targum to the Prophets have its own way of 
rendering in the respective cases? Neither could it be the way of 
a redactor. But this Targum, like the Mishna, Tosefta, Talmudim 
and Midrashim, had no single author: there was no single re^ 
vision. The inference will yield the only possible conclusion 
that there was a common source for the official Targumim. They 
were originated in one and the same time; in one and the same 
way, under one and the same circumstances and share a com 
mon history. 

They were the product of the Aramaic rendering of the 
portion from the Law and the Prophets read in public worship 
The Lxx had a similar origination, although later genera- 
tions, actuated by propaganda motives, formed a different notion 
of the act.**^> The official Targumim are the work of genera- 



53) This view is held hy most scholars. '*Sie verdanken nicht 
der Wissenschaft sondern dem Rchg. Bediirfnisse" (Frankcl. Vorstudien, 
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tions. They were formed and reformed through many centuries, 
gradually, invisibly. They were not a new attempt, supplanted 
none, but are the continuation of the Targumim used in the 
service. 

Hence also the remarkable balance between the paraphrastic 
and literal so skillfully maintained in the official Targumim. 
That formed a necessary condition with the regulations of the 
reading in early as in later ages. 

The Lxx assumed the same course. There was sought an 
exact rendering, a simple and ground understanding, as close 
to the original as possible. literalness was insisted upon and 
expository rendering would only be tolerated in difficult or 
poetical passages, or where the danger of a misinterpretation 
had to be averted. I completely disagree with Zunz, Geiger, 
Bacher***> and others, who insist on the priority of the Mid' 
rashic Targum to the literal. Their theory is wrong. It is built 
upon, it would seem, the doubtful foundation that the poetical 
and difficult passages were first to be rendered.*® > But as they 
can furnish no evidence it is just as safe to assert that the simpler 
passages involving a literal rendering were rendered either first 
or at one time with the poetical ones. Invoking again the Lxx, 
the literalness is the conspicuous feature in them and not the 
paraphrastic. The exposition of the Law and the Prophets held 
on the Sabbaths in the synagogue in Alexandria left little trace 
in the Lxx. Nothing approaching the Philonian exposition has 



20). Com. Tischcndorf. V. T. G. XIII; Geiger, Urschrift, 160; Konig. 
Einleitung, 103. 

54) Zunz. G. V., 344; Geiger. Ur., 425. Com. Frankel. Ober 
d. Zcit etc., Ver. Deut. Orient. 1845, 13. Bacher ib. 64. after assert' 
ing that the literalness of Onkelos was a later and Babylonian tendenqr, 
is not in the least disturbed when, following this assertion, he 
draws a b'st of cases in which Onkelos is expository while the Frag., 
the original and oldest, according to his view, is literal. Com. also Ps. 
Jon. Deut. 33:26 rendering the v. literally, while Onk. and Frag, are 
exegetical. 

55) Com. Steinschneider, Jewish Lit. (Heb.) 20. He also takes 
the view that the Targum in essence was not different from the Midrash, 
assuming that the Targum originated from single translation of difficult 
words. Like Geiger and Bacher, he asserts (ib. 190) that from these 
(Midrashic) Targumim resulted the simpler and ezacter understanding 
of the Bible. It U certainly a curious and queer process. 
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found room in the translation. It was the knowledge and not the 
exposition of the Bible which formed the prime necessity for 
instituting the reading of the translation. These writers have 
exaggerated innocent sayings in the Mishna reproaching ren' 
derings of certain targumists, which are found in Ps. Jonathan. 
Because they are cited in the Mishna and because they were re 
jected, they came at once to be regarded not only as belonging 
to an early Targum but to the earliest. Consequently, the ex' 
position preceded in point of time the Uteral which marked a 
new departure and had been accompUshed in Babylonia. But 
these ciutions could as well belong to a later Targum. On the 
contrary, the way they are' quoted po^nnDT p^KI*®^ clearly 
signifies the existence of another Targum upon which these new 
Targumim had attempted to encroach. *'''> 

Again, it should be borne in mind that the Agada had been 
the product of a generation subsequent to the simple exposition 
of the Sofenm and the Zugoth. The exegetical element in the 
Targumim was influenced, and on occasion determined, by the 
Halaka, which also had a progressive history. But the Targum 
existed before the new tendencies made their appearance. 

The official Targumim thus represent the early as well 
as the later recognized Targumim used in pubHc worship. 
Through common use there had been a continuous interchange 
of influence between them. It is customary to consider the T. 
to the Pentateuch as older than the T. to the Prophets.*®> This 
opinion rests on a questionable argument. There can be no 
doubt that the introduction of the Targum in public service 
dates back to a comparatively early period. But in my judgment 
it had not originated before the Maccabean agc.*®> There is suf' 
ficient evidence in support of the view that Hebrew had not 



56) Y. Berakoth 5,3: 13H"! n03 ^HIV' »3n HDJT pOJJIDD"! ]'^'H1 
H'DBQ tom , The other dtotion in Megilla 25a reads: inn H^ lyiTDl iDIHn 
n^D^ which carries the same implication. 

57) Com. Z. Chajoth on Megilla 25a. 

58) It is interesting to note that later tradition also assigns to the 
Targum to Pent, an earlier date. Com. Sifri beginning ns^sn nNTI « 

Com. Maimonidas n» ,n^Dn '^n : D^^ tojiin ov HH^v «pn n-^tp niD»o 

minn H-np H-npnv no ; of the T. to the Prophets he proceeds only to 
repeat the regulations appearing in the Mishna. 

59) Com. Rautzsch Gram. d. Biblisch'Aram., p. 4. 
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only been well understood in Palestine in the time of Ezra and 
Nehemaia, but that it had been the vernacular tongue.*®> There 
is, on the contrary, no positive evidence either that Aramaic had 
been in those early days the vernacular among the Jews in 
Palestine or even that the general ignorance of the Jews of the 
Aramaic tongue of the period of the Kings had entirely passed. 
What use would that generation have for an Aramaic version 
of the Law ? 

But whether it had been introduced in the period immediately 
preceding the Maccabean uprising or in the early days of Mac' 
cabean rule, it is certain that when the need of the Targum 
arose there had already been established the custom of reading in 
public service from the Prophets as a supplement to the reading 
from the Law. As the reading from the Law goes back to 
E2ra,*^> and because of the greater interest in the knowledge 



60) Frankel, Palast. Ex., 208, 280, consistent with his literal 
interpretation of the tradition that the Targum originated with Ezra, ac 
cepts the genial but useless theory put forward by De Rossi (1. c.) that 
Onkelos was consulted by the Greek translators. But unb'ke De Rossi, 
Frankel would not consider the Aramaic version — a corrupted rendering 
of the original. Rapaport, Di^nnn^ inar Let. 3, ukes the same view, 
and it should be followed by all others of the same mind as regards the 
date of the origin of the Targum. To ovtrlook the difficulty arising 
from an assumption that either the Targum had not been carried to 
Egypt, or, being in use, that it exercised no influence on the Lxx, would 
certainly be unforgiveable. 

61) The Karaites ascribe the reading of the Haftora to Ezra (com. 
Neubauer, Aus Petersburger Bibliothek, ^. 14); Abudraham placed its 
origin in the persecutions of Antiochus. But whatever cause one may 
unearth (com. Biichler J. Q. R. v., p. 6 et seq.), one outstanding 
cause was the institution of the reading of the Law in public service. 
The reading from the Prophets served the purpose of administering an 
admonition as to the holiness and observance of the Law. I completely 
agree with Biichler that the introduction of the reading of the Penta' 
teuch had its origin in the festivals (J. Q. R., v. 5, p. 442). Thus the 
Sifra to Lev. 23:43; Sifri to Deut. 16:1; Meg. 4a, 32a. The Law was 
read by Ezra on the festivals of the New Year and Tabernacles (Neh. 
8:2, 8, 18; 9:3). The reading on Saturday appears to have arisen later, 
when synagogues arose outside Jerusalem. Hence the supposition that 
the selection of definite portions for each festival preceded the definite 
apportioning of the Sabbatical reading. I disagree, however, with the 
motive to which Biichler attributes the origin of both the Pentateuchal 
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of the Law, the necessity of an Aramaic translation of the Law 
might have been earher appreciated than that of the Prophets. 
But no sooner was the reading from the Prophets instituted than 
the necessity of an Aramaic rendering became apparent. Although 
the Greek translation of the Pentateuch leads all other books 
of the Bible in point of time, not even a century passed before 
the Prophets "and the other writings" were to be found in the 
Greek tongue. 

As far as the general ordinance is concerned, no distinction 
is made between the Targum to the Law and the Targum to 
the Prophets. Accordingly, it is said in Soferim 18:4 pin |D1 

In the Mishna Meg. 21a, 23b; Yerushalmi 4, 1, 5, the Tar- 
gum to the Prophets is discussed alongside with the Targum 
to the Law, the limitations on the reading of the former being 
less rigid than the latter for other reasons nxnin n^J^O KPDJ K^l • 
Again in Mishna 25a; Tosefta 4 (3); Y. Meg. 4, 11 a list of 
passages both from the Law and the Prophets is given which 
were not to be translated. Both were not considered obligatory, so 
that their omission in the service would not call for repetition, 
as it is made clear in Y. Meg. 4, 6 31 "IDIK "i^^VD Diannm 



and Prophetical readings, which would place their institution at nearly 
the same date. One should not resort to the magical Samaritan influence 
in order to find the cause for such an ordinance when it is readily 
presented in Nehemia: ^And on the second day there gathered themselves 
together unto Ezra, the expounder, to obtain again intelligence of the 
words of the Law. And they found written in the Law that the children 
of Israel should dwell in booths during the feast in the seventh month. 
And (they ordered) that they should publish... throughout all their dtiet 
and through Jerusalem saying, go forth unto the mountain and fetch 
leaves to make booths, as it is written (13'19).** It was the ignorance 
of the people of the ordinances of the festivals which formed the cause 
of the reading from the book of the Law. These passages present suf' 
ficient ground for ascribing the ordinance of the reading from the Law to 
Ezra. This might also be implied in the tradition ascribing it to Moses. 
Com. B. Kama 82a. The Haftora is much later, and dates to the 
end of the third century or the beginning of the second century B. C 
Direct and positive evidence cannot be furnished. Early tradition is 
silent over it. But what has been said above and the fact that a Greek 
translation of the Prophets had already been made at that time, and alto 
the mention of the Prophets in Ben Sira in a manner suggesting general 
acquaintance with them by the people, lend support to this view. 
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.mn ponno «?i pKnpi Kn^:pn? vp^2 pnn p^on pm no lo nor 
MytD Dinnn pxr H'TOK . This is in substance implied in the 
saying of R. Chalafta b. Saul, Meg. 24a, as interpreted in To- 
safoth 1. c. 

But the reading from the Law and from the Prophets in 
the Sabbath service had not been definitely set as late as in the 
time of the composition of the Mishna. The selection was left 
to the discretion of the individual community. Any portion 
from the Prophets, as from the Law, would be read.*^> The 
readings were translated. Hence the rise of a Targum to all the 
Prophetical books. The author of the official Targumim was 
the congregation. The Targum in its first stages had no definite 
shape. The reader framed the translation at the reading of the 
original. Every reader had his own choice of words and his 
own way of rendering. He was only conditioned to present a 
close and exact rendering. 

But with the persistence of the Targum and its growing 
significance the free translation progressed by various degrees 
to a definite and unchangeable form. Anything which endures 



62) Com. Maimonidcs ai ,ai ,n^Dn '^n ,wttfo HD3 iwtx nbw rwnai 

nmD^ on»no mnir yi nunav . The same may be applied to the reading 
of the Law. Only the reading on the festivals, including the New 
Moon, Purim and Chanuka, the Four Shabbaths, Maamodoth and days 
of fasting, are indicated (Babli. Meg. Mish. 30b: Y. Mish. 3, 4, 9, 6, 7). 
There is no hint of a definite Sabbatical reading. The words 1")TD3^ plTin 
(Y. Meg. 3, 5, 7; Babli 29a, 31a) should not be taken literally. The 
interpretation of R. Ami and Jeremia Meg. 30b refers to a time when 
there was a definite reading both from the Law and P. Had there been 
definite portions for the Sabbatical readings from the Law, there would 
certainly be also a definite selection of parallel Prophetical readings. 
There could be no reason why there should be a discrimination against 
the Prophetical reading. I am fully convinced that there existed a definite 
Prophetical reading for each festival enumerated in the Mishna. It is 
true, that in both Y. and B. the reading from the Law is given while no 
mention is made of the Prophetical readings. But the Tosefto, while 
registering for the JPestival only the readings from the Law, is, however, 
indicating for the Four Sabbaths the Prophetical readings side by side 
with the reading from the Law. If there had existed definite Prophetical 
readings for the Four Sabbaths, there had certainly been definite Pre 
phetical readings for the more important festivals, and yet no mention 
of them is made in the Tosefto. The reason may be simple: it mentions 
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in hximanity, as in the universe, tends to shape. It had become 
necessary to lay down certain rules to regulate the translation. 
How 13 the verb or adjective of a collective noun to be rendered: 
in singular, as in original, or in the plural? Is the hteral sense to 
be considered or the implied meaning? How about the anthropo' 
morphic expressions, shall they be rendered literally to the an' 
noyance of the worshippers or explained away, and how? There 
are passages involving a Halakic interpretation of great import' 
ance, or a controversial point between the parties; shall such 
passages be left over to the intelligence of the reader, who 
might not be trained in the Halaka? A way of rendering had 
to be early devised, which the reader was to follow. The first 
attempts at uniformity were directed towards single phrases or 
words. Gradually they spread to include the less dangerous 
regions. The Rabbis, by concerted authority at each time, were 
responsible for the change. An excellent illustration is furnished 
us in Y. Meg. 4, 1 and Bik. 3, 4. In one case it is the rendering of 
K^D (Deut. 26:2). The targumist rendered KJO, but R. Jona, 
holding it to be improper to present the first fruits in any other 
receptacle than a basket, objected to this rendering and insisted 
upon the rendering of K^D » as the Targumim to the Pent, have 
it. Another case was onnoi niVO (Exod. 12:8), which the 
targumist rendered ]2^PV OV p"l^DB ; the rendering \WT being 



the more important, the Penuteuchal readin|;. The same may be said 
of the Mishna also. 

But we know that there were no definite Prophetical readings 
for the Sabbath. The Mishna points out certain portions from the 
Prophets which are not to be read. Y. Meg. 4, 11 \\sam nn ; msiD 
Y. Meg. 4, 12; Babli 29a, while according to R. EliezerOf^vnt nil jnim 
(Ez. 16) should not be read. 

Had the passages represented a definite Sabbatical reading, a tob- 
•Cttute reading would be indicatfd whkfa ahould be read iaacead of the 
intetdicted ones* 

It should be borne in mind that all these portions from the Prophets 
dted in the Tosefta (ibid), with the exception of Ezek. 1, have not 
found a place on the calendar of the Haftora. The attempt of Biichler 
to discover the early divisions of the readings from the Law and the 
accompanied readings from the Prophets is highly hypothetical. Again, 
the definite mention of the Targum in the Mishna and Tosefta shows 
that the Targum was introduced before a definite order of the Sab' 
batical readings had been introduced. 



Digitized by 



Google 



42 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

misleading as to the proper kind, Jeremiah would force the tar' 
gumist to retranslate it in a different way. The third case con' 
cerned the rendering of n:V ^Jll Dnin (Lev. 5:7), and R. Pineaa 
would not allow to render onin by pD>DB. These cases demon' 
strate the peculiar manner in which the composition of the T. 
was accomplished. 

Although the official Targumim were in a definite shape in 
the time of R. Akiba,««> the process of transformation had been 
still going on to a comparatively late date. It affected both the 
literal and exegetical rendering. Some older exegetical render- 
ings were rejected and replaced by others. Of the rejected, some 
have been preserved in the Ps. Jonathan, which in itself is an 
Aramaic Jalqut comprising also later Agadic material. Rejected 
paraphrases of the Targum to the Prophets might be those which 
appear on the margin in the Codex Reuch. and in some early 
editions. Although the notes prefaced 'H DWn contain Agadic 
material of a later date, they contain elements which might have 
been first incorporated in the Targum but rejected later as not to 
be read in the service. The same may be said of those ascribed to 
'K IDD although being on the whole an attempt to simplify and 
to supplement the extant T. Again, the duplicate renderings 
which are found both in Jonathan and Onk. can be explained by 
the fact that one formed the older explanation while the other 
represents a more recent one but which for some reason had 
not succeeded in dispossessing the older one. This explains also 
the curious renderings of certain verses, one half retaining one 
rendering while the other half contains a remnant of a dif' 
ferent rendering. As rejected paraphrases may be considered the 
Targum to Micah 7:3, quoted in Rashi, and another quoted in 
the name of Jehuda of Paris on 2S 6:11.«*> 



63) Com. R. Akiba's homily on Zek. 12:1 (Moed Katan 28a), 
whcih shows that R. Akiba knew the Targum to this verse. Com. R. 
Jehuda's saying referred to above; also Beraitha Baba Kama I7a 

9f)H nww^ o^wbw vit^ iK»««r rin^w n^o n»pTn m inioa i^ ivjr nnai 
43 ^wv 3itnit ««*? it*?ni .n^om b*'n .rnin« 'n nan .«in3 «!ti^n 

64) Com. Zunz, G. V. 80: TTWD «rn»D rnin» Dtto H^^T mn KM 

MB»«»1 'niO 'W^'\^ 'm naiaoi . Com. also Rashi, Eiek. 27:17: WVI 1W1« 

Duvi Knpon tmow ^nvno nyo«r 't «»d ...«nn n 'era :i«i n^sa len 
.no^pi K^vim »D^«rn« 
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The same can be said of the selection of words in the ren' 
dering. It should be noticed at the outset that the remarkable 
unity exhibited in the official Targumim is strongly emphasised 
also in the wording of the translation. Once the Aramaic word 
was set for a Hebrew word, you are certain to find it in each 
case where this Hebrew word occurs. An illustration of this 
amazing fact is presented in the rendering of the names of 
peoples, countries and cities. Other instances can be picked up 
at random. It demonstrates in a most emphatic way the scrupu' 
bus rigor with which the work of the Aramaic rendering had 
been accompUshed. If, therefore, a word is rendered in one place 
one way and another way somewhere else, we are certain to 
have two different Targumim of the word in question. But 
apart from cases of this sort which are contained in the official 
Targumim, variations have come down to us from different 
sources. Concerning Onkelos variations are contained in Ps. 
Jonathan. In some cases in which Ps. Jonathan has a different 
Aramaic word for the Hebrew from that contained in Onk., the 
Fragmentary will be found to correct it, replacing it by the one 
used in Onkelos. There is, however, no means enabling us to dis' 
cover which of the two represents the earlier form. They might 
have had their origin in the same time. Two communities might 
have coined them at the same time. Instructive instances are pres' 
ented in the different renderings given by Rav and Levi of 
Gen. 49:27 (Zebachim 54a); ib. 30:14 (San. 99a), Onkelos 
agreeing with that of the former; R. Jehuda and Nehemia— of 
Gen. 18:1 (Gen. r. 42, 6). Variations of this kind are not wanting 
also in the Targum to the Prophets. Some have been preserved 
in Jonathan. A good many others are contained in Talmud and 
Midrashim and in the marginal notes in the Codex Reuch., under 
the names of '•onnon n>Kl ,r?D ,«"? M^'O M^'n. In a few cases 
of the latter the variant will be seen to agree with Ps. Jonathan 
and Fragmentary. This fact lends new support to the view of 
the common source of all Targumim. The former cases shall 
be considered first. 

Joshua 19:8 nK3 D^yi Targum ...n?y3 ;«"?— IK'^D. So is 
the T. of n:i ?yn(ib. 11:17; 12:7) 'Din ?y3 (Jud. 3:3) non n^yi 
(Jud. 20:33) etc. 

Judges 6:38 ^SDH Targum wp? Xexdvri ; onnK 5ddi 
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(ib. 5:25) Targum «ni;i ^^^D3. The latter is the rendering of 
nyip (Is. 51:17, 22). So is rendered ^DD niyp (Num. 7:13) 
in Ps. Jon.; Onk. KnOJiD. 

Judges 8:21 D^Jintrn Targum v^'^p^v ; in Is. 3:18 it is ren^ 
dered by K03D. The latter is given to Judges by K"? in Cod. 
Reuch. 

IS. 19:13, 16; Ez. 21:26; Za. 10:2 D^Din Targum K^JD^ • 

Judges 18:17, 18, 20 pWDT while K"? has KD^y. 

ib. 16 Dnyn n^lDI Targum KM^jn KniJI . But K"? has 
KDJUV This is the rendering of 11303 (2K 8:15) connected with 
n^M . Ck)m. Kimchi 1. c. 

IK 22:49 tr^tnn Targum KPnDK.So Jer. 10:9; Jonah 1:3. 
But Is. 2:16; 23:1, 14; Ezek. 27:12 Ko^ . 

2K 5:23 D^DIH Targum D^Dn^D. Is. 3:22 KOno . 

Jerem. 31:28 DH^^y ^mptr IB^KD Targum niB^m MOD; 
in the second half nptrK p Targum no^D nn^ p . The same 
was certainly the rendering of >mptr ItTKD which is found in K^D- 
Here is a case of a rejected Anthropomorphism of a latter time. 
Ezek. 27:6 D^nD Targum K^^IDK or K>?D^K. Everywhere 
else it is rendered ^KM (Is. 23:1 etc.). 

Ezek. 27: 21 mp Targum DDJ. Otherwise ^Kny(Is. 21:16, 17; 
42:11; 60:7. So T. to Ps. 120:5.). 

Ezek. 27:23 py Targum 3nn . This is the rendering of 
nDtTK (Jerem. 51:27). 

Ezek. 40:19 HJinnnn Targum HKy^VD ; ^onn^K — HKyiK 
So is the rendering of njinnnn in v. 18. 

Ezek. 45:2; 48:17 Dn^cn^DI— nn>nnu lb. 27:28 T. K>nB 
As Ps. Jon. and F. Lev. 25:34. On. nn JpHK 

Am. 2:7; Is. 47:6 ??n? Targum KDDK?. So Ps. Jon. Exod. 
20:25. Is. 48:41; Ezek. 20:39 Targum p^nn . But ^onnon n^K 
Am. 1. c. K^HK? . 

Ck)m. further Kimchi Ezek. 40:16. 

To these cases may be added the following cases, which 
Cod. Reuch. is at variance with the extant Targum, the latter 
being supported by K"? . 

Jerem. 17:7 inoDD Targum nnyoi ; H**^ — n^:vnn. So in 
extant T. 

Ez. 9:10 DDin Targum pn^3^n ; K"? — pn^m^K; in the 
extant T. pn^l^K n^^yi^fi . 
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Micah 3:11 \:vv^ Targum pv^nn ; K"^ — pDDnDD. So in 
the extant T. 

Cases in which the marginal variations follow the Ps. Jon.: 
Jud. 8:11 itr;i^Q Targum n>njin^l ; H"^ — n^np^^D^ . So Ps. 

Jon. Gen. 22:24, Onk. agreeing with Jon. 

IK 4:6 n>in Targum Kn^l ; K"^ — nilDllp. So Ps. Jon. 

Num. 22:18; 24:13. On. follows Jon. 

Other cases of variants: 

Joshua 9:5 Dnip: Targum pJD^D ; K''^ — ptriD^y . 

Jud. 3:19 D^?>DB Targum K>3VnD ; K"? — Knc^J . 

IS 24:8 yotTM Targum D^>D1 ; K"? — ^ntr^ . 

IS 30:16 D^troj Targum ptr^Dl ; K"? — pDlB. 

2S 18:14 D^DIK' Targum pDD^:i y^wwvl ; k"? — p^D:i? 

IS. 3:23 D^jr^jn Targum KTinno ; K"? — Kn^'pfiDK . 
the Greek (ncExXdQiov Lat.specularia. Here is presented a case, 
where seemingly a Greek word was replaced by its Aramaic 
equivalent. The same was the case with Onkelos. Bacher (ib.) 
has made this point clear by a comparison between Onk. and 
Ps. Jon. and the Frag. That is true to some extent also of Jon., 
which is demonstrated in the Greek and its Aramaic substitute of 
Dn^Kn:iD1 cited above. Still, Jonathan appears to have been more 
immune to such an attempt than even Ps. Jonathan. Here is 
an instructive case: 5ptr (Ez. 4:10) is rendered by the Greek 
D^^D q>dUltc while all — Onk., Ps. Jon. and Frag. — render it by 
y?D (Num. 7:13 etc.). 

IS. 51:17 n^VO Targum nnVK ; K"D — n^VD. 

Ez. 44:20 PODD^ D^DD Targum piDD^ K1DD ; K"D — KODD 
PDDD^ . 

Two cases, one in K^'D , the other in h"? , vary with Jon. 
in anthropomorphisms: >5k (Jerem. 31:38) T. "Tl^^ ; K"D — '^'^'Q'^r^^ 
^niH (ib. 16:11) T. >n> ; K"? — ^jn?^D?. These cases and the 
case of Jerem. 31:27 dted above reinforce the view set forth 
above that later usage eUminated some anthropomorphic sub- 
stitutes from the T. 

The following are cases of variations found in the Talmud 
and Midrash. 

Joshua 16:8 n^B^ nJKn Targum n^tr n^KD . Y. Meg. 1, 12 
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IS. 25:6 ^n? HD DmoKl Targum ^>m5» plD . Y. San. 2, 4 
WD^^P?. So Onk. and Ps. Jon, Dcut. 4:4. 

IS. 21:13 ny3 ««ro Targum D^?n DD ?11D0. Y. Taanith 4, 5 

IS. 21:5 n>Qvn nav in^trn Tiy Targum io^pk pninD mo 
Kno^D . Gen. r. 63, 9 «m:D mo Kline -no and in Cant. r. 
>nn3ytr tDyoD ,inc^ .w^vn np^nw ,«m3o hd^pk ,KiinD nmo 

KniD^D 1?3P — PD. They agree with Jon. only in the rendering of 
in^K'n Tiy The citation from Cant. r. contains two recensions. 
The rendering KJ^VU np^lK agrees with Cod. Reuch. and is 
identical with the marginal note headed tt^)V ':nn . 

Psichta Lamentation r. on Is. 22:1, 2 ni33? H^D n>?y ^D — 

— nv^v n^'^p ; Knaanyo Knnp — n^oin i>y ; pn?* pp^D «ir«?i 

,nT^3n DV ,33iiyD nv — nDnoi nonoi noino ;Kmn nnp 

.K03n or 

But T. ^)W) «B^nnKi tr^n or nn ,nKnn kdid ,Knn3B^ Kmp 

ib. IS. 22:8 ni)n'» IDO ^y) — KDDT K^^^i Targum n>^^31 
miDOD . 

ib. on Ez. 24:6 n3 nnx^'H itr« i>D D^Din n^y nK — 
; mu ID npD: «? nn^tritrsni ,mi33 D^on idejk't «mpn kdp to '»ik 
Knip ?y M Targum njDo n«v'' K? nnK^'Hi — niua nn^tr^tram. 
.n^^D npDJ K? n^noinni n^3 n^noinm KinD x^m /«dt m ntrxn 

Cant. r. 1:1 on Am. 8:3 ^D^n nntr i^>5»m — K^D^m ninncr ; 
Targum «-iDT ^^n . 

Y. Shabbath 6, 4 on IS. 29:1 ?«n« ?«n« nn— Kn3;i «n« KnK 
Targum Knano Mnyio . 

Cant. r. '•mnyK^ oyDD on IS. 47:2 ^a^tr ^ficrn — Kn^'aiD ^bi?p 
Knnn ; Targum i^j^iD^tr nariK • 

Koheleth r. nODH n310 on 2K 18:16 ni:o^«n n«l — K^H HO 

.Kn;i^tr piDK 1331^ Kns^v idk ^i? ^3 ? niJoiKn Targum .k^dipd 
Lev. r. 4:1 on Is. 1:21 D^VID nnyi — K^^llDP pn^3y. Jon. 
ttre^ ^^IIDP . Shochar Tob 32, 2 (com. Y. San. 10, 1) on Mi. 7:8 
ytTB ?y — p3in ^{tj^kt . Jon. pain 5»y inyoi . 

Similar cases are: Lev. r. 5, 2; Num. r. 10, 5 on Am. 6:4 
and Lev. r. 6, 2 on Zech. 5:1, all of which represent, undoubtedly, 
a different and rejected Targumic rendering. The following case 
is to my mind an interesting relic of a rejected rendering. This 
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is in Frag. Deut. 32:1: pD^j^y K>Dtr^ l^llD -1D«1 triBD Kin pn 
."•^an «tru?D «yi«i pdd^ wjno «^Dtr nn yn?D kv-ik? i^'Dnoxi 

The rendering in Jon. is as follows: l5»3nDKl |lD>:''y K^Dtr? ID^PT 

K^?3T KniDDD KyiKi HV^ p nvT WJHD K^otT nK yi5>o KyiKn 
^^3X1 p The rendering in the F. is literal. We cannot determine 
which is the earlier rendering. 

The process of alteration had been going on until a com' 
paratively late date but not so late as the final redaction of the 
Babylonian Talmud. That was made especially possible by the 
fact that the T. was recited in the worship by heart. Reading 
the Targum from a written copy was prohibited. This inter* 
diction is indicated in Tanchuma Gen. 18:17: 

?3nDi ^onD^tr K>n no mina «nip5> nnno kihk' ^d ij>nn mo?^ 

5y >3 ; K-ipon nn — n^nn nnnn riK n? ano : Kin k?d kipo 
•ns ?y3 t^^Jtr Dinnn nn — n^xn onann ^b 

This passage is quoted in the Pesiqta (ed. Friedmann), p. 
28. Does it imply an interdiction to put the Targum into writing? 

This question was the cause of much contention. Rashi 
inclined to an extreme interpretation of the prohibition to write 
down all belonging to traditional exposition. So with regard 
to the Mishna which, he insists, was not written down 
by Rabi (Ketuboth 19b). Ck)m. Rashi Erubin 62a, beginning 
lUD : nn^D^i nainD naSn nm nn^^ K^tr n^:yn n?3D dpj ^oni 
; n^jyn n?;iDD nn nnx niK I^^DK also Taanith 12a. He takes 
the view that the Targum had not been allowed to be written 
down. Commenting on the Mishna Shabbath 115a he says: 
^''Byn ,p«'3^« «^^ ^«P painoK idkpt ptr? ?D3 ^xm its^ie ^nuni 
p imri irvDts' ^JDD ^JK nonoi ,nv:} pjiyo pr? ?D3 painoc^ 
iDK DK ,D^K^nj3 ^K 1D1K ^jKi ^3 pt5'"iDo IH Dinn noKtT ?Kniy 
-iDKT tWDi n^oD 'DD3 tTiDD ^oni pnDn? i:nj k?i uhd k? injr 
.-IDK in^iDi 

According to Rashi's teachers, with whom he disagrees, not 
only was the T. to the Prophets written down, but also allowed 
to be read in the service in written form; for, as Rashi him* 
self remarks, one is dependent upon the other. For this reason 
it was seemingly his teachers who would interpret the contention 
between Rab Huna and Rab Chisda as referring only to the 
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Hagiographa, as according to the interpretation of the Gemarah 
they only differ on the view of those who prohibit the 
reading from a written Targum. Rashi, however, makes capital 
of the expression in the BabU Meg. 3a noK i;in 'P2^H as does 
Luzzatto (O. G. IX). But as the saying of R. Jeremia is also 
quoted in the Yerushalmi, it is just as well to take noK as an 
innocent substitute for ojnn of the Yerushalmi version, which 
does not carry this implication. The main source of Rashi's con' 
tention is the prohibition contained in the saying of Rabban 
Simon b. GamUel, Y. M. 1, 9; Babli 8b n^nn K? DnDDl ^K 
n>jr K^K unD^tr. But there are the D^DDH (ib. and Shab. 
115b) who differ with him, and as it is said in Soferim 15,2 

nriD? n^nn k? nnQoa ^kb^ ?«^5>o:i \2 pyoe^ pn noxtr ^b 5y ^k 
n\itr (^K>5>o:i pn) ii^itrna ntryo noxts^ d^ddh i? nin «5 ,n^jr k?« 
^B 5y ^Ki cnipn ^3nD ?d noKtr onnana noy d^ddh ^«i ...noiy 

Furthermore, there is no implication in R. Simon b. Gamliel's 
saying of a prohibtion to write down the T. He only meant 
to say that the reading from a written T. in service does not 
fulfil the required Aramaic rendering. Consequently, as Rab 
Porath, quoted in Tosafoth (Shab. ib. K^O rightly put it, be' 
cause it is not allowed to read it, is equivalent to reading the 
Torah by heart and nB?y3 nnoK? ^KB^i nnK ^K 3nD3B^ onm . 
The question raised there against it is thus well answered. Com. 
also Tos. Sota 33a 5d . There is certainly not the sUghtest ground 
for an inference that no written T. to the Prophets existed. 
Witness the interpretation (in Babli ib.) of R. Jehuda 1J>nuni 

mm . But we well know that at that time all the books of the 
Bible existed in the Greek translation. There is the same base- 
lesness for the reason ascribed by Luzzatto (1. c), Zunz (G. V. 
65) and others to the prohibition, namely, that the T. conuin' 
ing some Halaka, was regarded on one plane with B^yatr min 
which was not to be written down (Temura 14b, Gittin 60b). 
Had this been the reason, how was the Lxx sanctioned by all 
the Rabbis, containing as it does so many Halakic interpretations? 
(Com. Z. Frankel nJCtDH om 10 and Ober d. Einfluss 1. c). 
It should also be noticed that the reason given for R. Simon b. 
GamliePs interdiction of other than the Greek translation is 
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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 49 

HDIV ?D nnn? n^n** minn p«tr and not because it belongs to the 

On the other hand, it is well known that in spite of the 
interdiction on the written Halaka, the Rabbis did not hesitate 
to write down for private use Halakic decisions and intercourses. 
It will also be remembered that in the time of Rabban Gamhel 
the Elder there was already in existence a Targum to Job. That 
the interdiction passed by him on this Targum was not 
due to the fact of its being written was shown above. Again, 
Esther had also been translated, as it appears from the Mishna 
Meg. 17a: HDnv «? ...«v> «? pjr? ?Dn Dinn «-ip n?;iDn n« Kiipn 

DIJin '*^P\ Dinn a^nan . The reason is pointed out, for it 
is written DJ^K^^DI 03)133 . But there could be no more reason 
for considering the T. to the Prophets B"V2^ Dn3T than the T. 
to Esther. 

It is clear then that the prohibition against the written T. 
had only been instituted against the public reading in the service. 
The reason for that was mainly to avert sharing by the T. the 
same sanctity with the original. This is in essence the very 
reason given for R. Simon b. Gamliers view. And this pro' 
hibition, it would seem, was enforced even at a date when the 
Mishna was already written down and allowances were made 
for the written Agada (com. Gittin 60b). Rapoport (in3T 
letter 3) well expounded the case of the written Halaka when he 
said that the prohibition was directed mainly against the public 
discussion and was not intended to exclude it from private use. 
Berliner (On. 89) rightly applied this view to the T. This view 
might be substantiated by Tanchuma (ib.) n''3n3 Dnno?' 11D«1 
min3 ^3nDn^ , which Friedmann (Pesiqta ib.) is inclined to emend 
3n33 f»3nDn^ . The implied indication is that a written T. 
may be permitted for private use. 

There certainly were in existence written copies of the 
Targum, which were restricted to personal use. One such copy 
a targumist would employ in public worship and was hindered 
by R. Samuel b. Isaac telling him ,nD3 — na3 noK:r Dn3T 
3n33 — 3n33 nOKJtr Dn3ni (Y. Meg. 4, 5). What he meant 
amounted to saying that the T. should be read by heart, just 
as the original is to be read from the written only. 
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60 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

Targum Jonathan was used by ktcr targumists. It was 
pointed out above that Targum Ps. 18 is a copy with minor 
modifications, notice of which will be taken in the chapter on 
Other Targumim, of the Targxmi to Samuel 22. T. Jonathan 
was used by the targumist of Chronicles. 

The T. to Chronicles exhibits pronounced and independent 
characteristics. It pursues, on the whole, its own way of ex- 
position and translation. It is more Midrashic than the official 
Targumim. He will not, in most cases, let himself be influenced 
by the official Targumim. In some instances he will neither fol' 
low Onkelos nor Ps. Jonathan. Yet, even this targumist made 
definite and considerable use of the Targum Jonathan. The cases 
in question are of a typical nature, which do not admit of an 
incidental agreement. I will quote them in order of Chronicles. 

1 Chronicles 11:11 TIB^31 novy Targum y\02\ l^np . Jon. 
2S 5:1. 

iCh. 13:7 tnK n« laOlM Targum in^HKI. Jon. 2S 6:3. 

1 Ch. 13:9 tno n:i Targum \pr\D IDK . Jon. 28 6:6. 

ib. inuiD Targum fDDtr. Jon. ib. 

1 Ch. 14:1 Tp ^B'-im Targum K^niD pjn? p:D1«n p^^^^lK^- 
Jon. 2S 5:11. 

1 Ch. 14:9 D^«Q"l PDV2 lOtrDMTargum Kni30 1tr^D3 ItT'^DinM 
Jon. 2S 5:18 reading Itron . 

iCh. 14:11 D^VIB ?yi Targum n^Vlfi Itr^D . Jon. 28 5:20. 

ib. D^O nD3 Targum p^D >5>on inDT i«D 113113 .Jon. ib. 28. 

iCh. 14:15 niDH? l^^D? O^n^KH «V> O Targum PD: Dn« 
?lDPO> lonp Kn?V«^ >^ DIP p n^'^O. Jon.2S 5:24. 

1 Ch. 16:3 -iD{r« Targum il^'D . Jon. 28 6:19. 

1 Ch. 17:1 DniK n^33 Targum xniK nVDn ^'^IDOn. Jon. 
28 7:2, 7. 

ib. niyn^ nnn ...piKi Targum M^n K:D5ro3 ntr wn«i 
Knyn^, Jon. 28 7:2. 

iCh. 17:7 i^a: nrn? iKvn nnn id i^nnp? ^:k Targum 
kdJ'd nno?' K^y -inno «nn |o i^mm «:k. Jon. 28 7:8. The 

usual rendering of n^a^ in the T. to Chronicles is PDIK 
(1 Ch. 11:2) pD-iD (1 Ch. 13:1). 
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THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 51 

iCh. 17:9 DIWD TiDm Targum tpno inK . Jon. 2S 7:10. 

1 Ch. 17:16 D^n^K >^ ^J« ^O Targum nO^DD WK D^? . Jon. 
2S 7:18. 

iCh. 17:17 Pin-lD? nanni Targum >nKn KO^yJ. Jon. 2S 7:19. 

1 Ch. 17:20 i:^JTKl Ijyotr IfiTK ?DD Targum h:VD^ n ?D3 
WOnp nOKI . Jon. 2S 7:22. 

1 Ch. 17:21 nK3 nHK M3 Targum Kyi«l 1^11 ^«n>n> «oy 

Jon. 2S 7:23 •..i^n3 nn Koy. 

iCh. 17:25 n>3 1? n^J35 Targum i? D>P« 13^ . Jon. 2S 
7:27. 

1 Ch. 18:2 nWD ^«trJ Targum DIB ^?DJ . Jon. 2S 8:2, 6. 
iCh. 18:3 IT n^vn? Targum n^oinn HKJtTK^.Jon. 2S 8:3 

iCh. 20:3 ,11303 Itrn Targum pnn^ 1D0U Jon. 2S 12:13 

...DtTM 

2 Ch. 1:14 ^"j^ry Dyi 3D-in ny3 on^^n Targum MIPl P^ntTKI 
...Dy iim no lO 13 KO^nn . So Jon. IK 10:26. 

2Ch. 2:9 nOO D^on Targum D13-1D ptDH . Jon. IK 5:25 

n^DD D^on. 
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TEXTUAL VARIATIONS IN JONATHAN 

Jonathan, like Onkclos, deviates in many cases from the 
Masoretic reading to which allusion was akeady made in the 
previous chapter. There is a way to differentiate the paraphrastic 
from the literal sense. Out of the obscurity of the exegetical ex' 
pansion there comes forth the simple, written phrase on which 
it rests. The Targum Jonathan, although, on the whole, far 
from literal adhesion to the text, is unmistakably careful to 
transmit both the sense and version of the text. The literal pre- 
dominates in the historical portions of the Prophets. Any render- 
ing .then, not in accord with the Masoretic reading constitutes 
a deviation from the reading. 

This fact was noticed by the rabbinical authorities. Rashi, 
while for the most part overlooking them and even following 
them in evident belief that they were merely of an 
exegetical nature, could not escape the impression that Jonathan 
had a different reading. Kimchi and Minchat Shai did 
not hesitate to point out in the plainest language some of these 
deviations. They have engaged the attention of later rabbinical 
writers as well as the modern biblical student. i> 

On close examination the deviations will be found to con- 



1) However, Abrahm Ibn Ezra, critic as he was, would not ac 
cept such a possibility. Thus he remarks in Safa Berura (9, 11, ed. 
Lippmann): DSH n«n K^ O ,D»jrTV «^31 ,^KM1jr p \n2vb mnK Tni 
Kim .imp ^'\^^2 ini»n^ in^o jrun k^i .inioa 'itat p ]2nv 'n nnn 
1D3 ,DjnD «i'Din^ am yn wnv D»ai nioipoa »»Hni ,d^id» ^n;j n»n 
p-» .,.iD»n ni^K 1D3 Hin«r ptn vh o X^ .^ P'^P^f^) «i-» lO'^o ni^n 
a-^jrn -^j^'a naai ♦..«|D« vnn o i»d» muao |D«n «ric'? Dj?a «i»Din 
nij^i .a'^rn 103 K^n«r n am D«rnoi mp k^i y^v mnan nonv nn^ra pn 
iniD3i ...DOtjrn Djr »»^n anjra lopo mm ja^^n n^oa ity ntow 
,(iB /K Do^) anjrn «3^d ^a loa nin «3 j?t« hih d:i .(;ji .h3 n»j?vi) 
VK^rr) onmn nit oino Bntro ia am (n .i* nnar) nn h»;j onoai 
Dnn-Qi Kiaan noit it*?v majra naa trmi (t .a^). It is an unsuccessful 

attempt on his part to explain away renderings that represent a differ* 
ent reading. 

62 
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TEXTUAL VARIATIONS 63 

dst of three distinct categories. Some of them represent an un^ 
questionably different reading. With minor exceptions, they do 
not admit of being explained away. The preponderate number 
of these deviations consists of a difference in the pointing. Dif' 
ferences of this kind are found in great numbers in MSS. claim' 
ing the Masoretic sanction. They emanate from a period when 
doubts still existed, as to the reading of certain words. Even 
the scrupulously literal Aquila version contains variations from 
the text. The Talmud presents abundant testimony to them.3> 
On the other hand, many of these deviations are either followed 
by the Lxx and P. or they appear in them in a different form. Dc 
viations of this description are here classed under heading ''A'\ 
There is another class of deviations of a mere grammatical char' 
acter. There is a noticeable tendency on the part of the translator 
to eliminate the more striking discrepancies either in the number 
or in the person of the substantive in the sentence. So the tran^ 
lator renders them in either one or the other way. Sometimes he 
subordinates all the forms of the sentences to the last in order.* > 
In some cases the reverse is true *> and in some instances all 
follow the one in the middle.® > This principle is observed by 
the Lxx and P. to some extent. But it does not appear to have 
been consistently followed by the targumist. The number of ex' 
ceptions by far exceeds the number of the cases where this 
principle is enforced. Thus it is impossible to determine the 
basic rule of this principle. It takes the appearance 
of an arbitrary and haphazard device. At any rate, this group 
of variations does not involve a dfferent reading. They appear 
under heading "B". 

There is another body of deviations which are very instruct' 
ive for the biblical student. The targumist made it a rule to 
render sentences which resemble one another, but differ in some 



2) yiM D^aitD »3 mip nriH n»Hn »n« ^h:;dvi ,:;win^ 'i »^ idh 
nnV ,i»^p To^D nan nnv la nann pn V'h :yi^i Vk ^"[n^i ik 

n»3DV Mish. Aboda Zara 29b. Com. also Gen. r. 94. 4: hw imina 

♦D'vin n lai aina intto i»hd 't 

3) Com. More Nebuchim 3, 43. 

4) Jerem. 9:5; 11:12. 

5) Ezek. 11:19 

6) Is. 26:8. 
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64 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

particulars occuring in different parts, in one and the same way. 
A similar process had been pursued by the Rabbis. 
It is the B^p^n and the mtr mn:i of Hillel and R. Ishmael b.Jose,'^> 
which forms the seventh Mida8> of the 32 Midoth enunci' 
ated by R. Eliezer. But while in the Halaka and Agada the con' 
formation is sought mainly in the circumstances or in the legal 
conditions of the cases involved, the targumist is interested in 
the wording. The Samaritan text, as it is well known, will often 
change a phrase to agree with a similar phrase somewhere else.®> 
The Lxx in some instances and the P. to a larger extent follow 
the same rule. (Com. Frankel, Pal. Ex., p. 166.). There can 
be little doubt that the author had been actuated by re^ 
flection. Rendering a phrase, the recollection of the other similar 
phrase flashed through the mind of the translator to leave its 
stamp upon his rendering. Mental activity of this sort accounts 
for many misquotations from the Bible found in the Talmud.^® > 
But this practice could not have originated from a mere un' 
conscious play of recollection. The translator must have been 
moved by something which he considered an imperative neces' 
sity. It will be observed that in most instances treated this 
way the author was concerned in eliminating an outstanding di' 
vergence in the version of the narrative of one and the same 
fact.^^> Whether or not the translator pursued a definite rule 
in applying this principle is difficult to determine. For the most 
part the author is seen to make the passage second in order to 
conform the one preceding it. 

This kind of variation is placed under heading C. They 
are of an interpretative nature. They do not point to a different 
reading, as they were taken by many biblical students. I have 



7) To8. San. 7. Pirkci Aboth of R. Nathan 35, and introduction 
of Sifra. 

8) Com. Riifm-* .. Mcshib Dabor (Wien, 1866). 

9) Ckun. Kircheim inov '013 p. 37 et acq. 

10) Com. Aboda Zara 24b. citing IS 11:15 Oyn 'mn 1VH 

oyn ^on iwh ipnm ]H^n so^o : onani oovoni npam ]K!tn m»d bv 
lH!tn ^3 hy^ according to v. 9, and San. 49a, citing 2S 3:27 DV insn 
VOnn — Wtsnn ^H according to 20:10. 

11) Com. Judges 7:7 and 20; IS 4:21 and 19; 2S 12:21 and 22; 
IK 13:9 and 17; 2K 9:19 and 18. 
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omitted all deviations of a doubtful character or consisting of 
an unrendercd or added Waw or change of the preposition, 
which might be due to the distraction of a copyist or the 
Aramaic idiom. 





GROUP 


' A 






M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


Joshua 2:7 


nnayor ?y 


ny 


(i-,y 


" 7:5 


Dnam ny 


n^nnm ny 


^^DiiB^my 


** 9:4 


HDiyi on d:i ib^vm 


lu^K ^K nayi 


Vac.lD^M 




n^tDVM id5m 


nntKi wDDina 




" 11:17; 


12:7 p5nn nnn id 


»r5D KIIID ID 


<»P^n 


'* 13:16 


Kin^D ?y 


Kin^D -iy 


<*ny 


Judges 3:2 


Dijn^ K? 


pyn^ i^n k? 


<«iyn^ 


" 9:9 


>jBn riK ^n^nnn .. 


.pip^o n^JDT 






^ane^K 


PP^DDD n>ii 


<«n 


^* 11:34 


^JDD 1? PK 


nj^D 


^■^njDD 


" 14:15 


u5 DJiKip ijen^^n i 


innp KniJDDo^n 





1) So in many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi. Com. Kimchi. But 
Onk. Gen. 49:13 has it literally. 

2) So P. and in marg. Syro'Hex. G>m. Field Hex. and also 
Arab. Kimchi*s explanation lacks force. Dillmann^s contention (Hand' 
buch), *'dass blosse Vervolgen passt zu dieser Wirkung nicht^, missed 
the order of the narrative — as did Herrheimer^s objection that '*dcr 
Verlust von 36 Mann ist keine ZertrQmerung". The same could be 
said with much greater force of ]o8hua*s overpowering fright (w. 6'9). 
But the current interpretation that the defeat at the descent is identical 
with the loss of the 36 in killed told in the beginning of the v., is 
not at all impressive. It is rather to be assumed, which the reading 
of the T. unquestionably implies, that the loss of the 36 gave cause 
to the ensuing defeat at the descent, where the loss, it would appear, 
was sufficient to cause anxiety. I am inclined to believe that the reading 
of the T. was OnatWl . Com. np» i^a. The form in itself wouldn't 
appear strange to the targumist, as cases of this nature are numerous. 

3) So P. A. Com. Field Hex.. 1. c. 

4} So Scbirin. Many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi and extant 
editions follow the reading of the T. 

5) So P. Lxx read nyn* . 

6) Probably influenced by v. 13. 

7) Felt by Kimchi. So Scbirin. 
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M.T. Targ. 

" 19:9 njn H2 ^y^ KDn tya ^n^n 

" 20:34 ny3:i?nwD Knyi:i? omo 

" 21:10 nnx D3tr Dvn nw y^on^K 

IS 2:31 nyn? riK ^nxnai ijnt ^ipn 

rnn nrn >nM K^orn Kim 

:nK nK D^n^K^D dk n^n^Kno pnK d« 



3:2 

6:3 

12:21 



nnK >D nion k?i inno ntDon k?i 

innn nn^en k?i n^^n^ie 

KDiJ irKT KniyD? 

" 15:32 nion ID ID pK ino wnn lynn 

Knio 
" 22:14 nnyoB^ 5k idi inpoKno ?y mi 

2S. 1:21 iDB^a n^K^ ^?n Kn^ts^mD n^tj^n 



R. 

<iD5n 

D^n^tTD DK 
<» Vac. O 



(10 1^ 

<i Vac. •»^3 



1) Com. Kimchi. Lxx nbn vacant. In one of the MSS. of Dc 
Rossi the Ken is D^n and Ketib nbn and in two others obn is the Ketib. 
Ginsburg: %^p ohn i^fia H^n tjTTim^ ,np Hbn a^na o^n ih^d^. 

2) So Lxx Lag., otherwise HB p*? DVn man arc vacant. P. 
Dm m:n nm anjr^ vacant. The T. does not render nwn . 

3) Minchat Shai: a;j3D aina mav» mmpD »nva . So in many 
MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi. 

4) Com. Onk. Exod. 21:10. Com. Minchat Shai. This reading 
is found in many MSS. of Kenn. and De RossL 

5) The second n«2H n»a :;nT flK is rendered jrtT «lipn. If the 
targumist foUowed here the Masoretic reading there Ib hardly iany reason 
why it occurcd to him a different reading in J^"»T DH . Lxx read in both 

]^*)T while P. foUows in both the Mesoretic reading. 

6) So P. Probably influenced by v. 1. 

7) So Lxx, P. and many MSS. of Kenn. and De Rossi. 

8) So Lxx and P. Com. end of verse non inn »a Targum 

9) So p. Lxx ID vacant. 

10) So Lxx. Com. P. 

1) So P. and Arab. The suggestion that T. read i^a , as in 
Kenn. MSS. 30. is hardly tenable. It would seem that the T. con* 
sidcrcd this phrase to refer to D^^^n DlO . Com. Ehrlich Randglossen 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


" 5:12 


inDfeD Hm oi 


n^niD^D «5tDJD nK 


<2 nKB^J-KB'J 


" 14:14 


nDD«^ k5 IB^K 


pn5 IK'BK «?T 








PDDinn 


<» PDDK^ 


** 15:23 


nK TIT ^JD ?y 


nniK ^DK 5y 






nanon 


Kino 


<* Vac. HK 


^- 22:44 


DM3 trm? >:nDtrn 


^j>:on 


(» >:D^B^n 


'• 23:13 


D^tr^B^no ne^J^^ 


KnnfiTD trn niic 


(« D^K'JJS^ 


IK. 1:18 


l^on >nK nnyi 


.•.nKi 


^"^ nnKi 


'^ 1:20 


l^on >nK nnKi 


lyai 


nnyi 


" 6:31 


n^B^n nniTD 5>Kn 


PDptDD 


<»nitrion 


IK. 7:3 


nKl |DD1 


PIDJ KDHI 


«» IDD1 


^* 8:26 


Tin KJ loK^ 


K^DixiD lyD iiD^>pn^ 


nnn 


** 8:30 


DipD ?« yotrn nn«i 


injDB^ nu nnwD 


ID •••DIPDD 




D^Dtrn 5« inae^ 


K^DtS^ ID 


(10 D^o^jfn 


** 8:31 


n^K Kii 


n^j^on >n^M 


<"n5KiKii 


** 13:6 


nyi ??Dnni 


>nioip p ^yii 


(12 ^,^^ 



and Theniufl Sarn., to which the expression KnttrDnT2 points. On the 
other hand, it is possible that the T. took i^n to mean annointing, 
from root bi2 PS. 92:11. Ehrhch's assumption (ibid) that the T. read 
instead of monn nv — «1 K^ is founded on a misunderstanding 
of the T. 

2) So P. Probably influenced by 1 CH. 14:2. 

3) Exod. 5:7. But Com. T. to PS. 104:22. 

4) So Lxx. P. 

nK is omitted in many MSS. 

5) This is the reading in PS. 18:44. As the T. to PS. renders 
this word in accordance with the reading here, it is obvious that he 
intended to correct the rendering of Jonathan. The rendering of the 
T. is supported by P. and Lxx Lag. 

6) Com. T. to w. 23, 24 and Rashi and Kimchi. Onk. Exod. 
14:7 felt by Kimchi. Com. Field Hex. Note 26. So Lag. Lxx. 

7) So Lxx, P. and 250 MSS. Kimchi: DKn l]m Dnfiiona 0^21 
o u^sK Kin nna biH ,p:p 2)'\p mnw »fi^ ei^Kn nn:?i nnri nbon 
D»yi»i «i^K3 nriKi im n-noon 'fioi o^p^Mion oneo 'cd r^r^ nn::^ n\n 

8) But com. T. to v. 33; 7:5. Felt by Kimchi: 
D'yiDH 1D3 pDptaD fl"'! . 

9) So Lxx P. 

10) So P., in accordance with 2 Chronicles 6:21. 

11) So Lxx P. 

12) Lxx omit the whole phrase. 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


" 13:12 


Tinn nK vja wn^^ 


wnn«^ 


<1 1K1M 


" 16:9 




Kn>M n 


<« n^M 


" 16:24 


pno^tr nnn m ipn 


KD-O n^ pT^ 




'* 20:33 


UDon itD^n^^ 


n>JD KiiiDtDni 


<* 1JDD 


** 21:8 


n>ya nts'K 


«mpn 


(5 ^>ya 


" 21:13 


^myM 


n^HDK^ 


(6^^yi^ 


" 22:30 


Ki^ B^Dnnn 


5iy^«^ ^jne^K KJK 




2K. 2:14 


in^^K >n5K '^ n>K 


...>niya 5^ip 


<8nnK 


'' 3:25 


n^j3K n^Ktrn ly 


niKHB^K «5t ny 


n^KB^n ny 




ne^nn n^pi 




<»nDnn n^pa 


" 17:11 


D^yn Dnn itryn 


^nionp niyi 


(10 ^^yy^ 


" 17:13 


ntn '^D >K^iJ 5d n'»i 


nDD 5d n^3 


<ii K>a3 



1) So Lxx P. Kimchi: p^ao ivn nnw IKIM 1D3 IKUnKI »*'n 

2) Com. Lxx- P. 

3) So he renders inn DK pn (ib), but ]'^m tnn >nH is ren* 
dered literally. It might, however, be interpretative suggested by the 
text, for the city — not the mountain — ^was called by this name. Why shoiild 
the T. to Am. 3:9 render iTOy nn literally while ]nDiy ^n — K3t3 
(Am. 4:1; 6:1), although we find inoiy ny (IK 13:32) as well, 
would admit of no such explanation. Cases, however, of this sort are 
found in the T. Kimchi (followed by Gersonide) infers from the T. 
that there really was a dty there and Omri just strengthened it. 

4) So P.; according to the Maarabai this reading is the Keri 
while the Masoretic reading is the Retib. 

5) Com. P. Lxx omit n^ya IWK. 

6) So P. 

7) So Lxx P. Felt by Kimchi. Probably interpretative suggested 
by what follows in the verse. 

8) Or n3K (Com. 2K 20:3). Probably for anthropomorphic 
reasons. 

9) So Lxx P. Having read noin and taking it to refer to WiZH 
the targumist changed the number. 

10) Probably interpretative. 

11) P. has both in plural, so that the T. might have been in' 

ffuenccd by nm ^3 . 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


»« 


21:8 






Vac. ?n 




23:13 


n^ntron nn? 


K^nn nitD? 


<^ nntron 


IS 


. 3:12 


n i^fiTD D^trji 


Klin ^TODl 


<2D^Bri 


«« 


5:13 


ly-i ^no niDi 


KJDDi in^D pm^pn 


(3 >nD 


«fc 


8:14 


pK^i KHPD? n^ni 


pDi nno^D ^iM 








^3J 


tyniB? 


lenpDJ' 


»« 


8:21 


Vn?K31 D^tDl 55p1 


n^mytDi 


<*lDfe 


»« 


10:15 


V!D>TD nK tDlB^ *l>jn3 


KltDin KOIKD 








ry k5 hdo DnnD 




(»VD^-MDnK 
Vac. 


i» 


10:34 


5n2i ny^n oid ^ip^i 




?ni3 


»« 


11:16 


../n Dnnni 


trm 


mnn 


»» 


17:2 


•^.yny ny nnry 


mn pnMip pp^nc^ 


-ly-iy ''-^v 


«» 


21:13 


ij^^n nyi ly^n 


KiTD-in KB^ninn 


<« myi 


»« 


23:3 


nntr nr D^m D^oni 


KninD KpBDo mm 


<'^inD 



1) Com. Rashi and Kimchi. It is so quoted by the R. Josi, 
Shab. 56b. This reading is found in one MS. Renn. 

2) Felt by Rashi. Kimchi. So Lxx. A. Com. Esther r. 2, 2: 
.2^n ^yaa in^^y i^sBip K»3in i^k n i^vo n^wi) 

3) So Lxx P. Rashi and Raro follow the T. without taking 
notice of the deviation. Kimchi noticed it in the T. Hitiig, Ehrlich 
and Rrauss would read here iTD . (Com. Onk. Deut. 32, 34), which 
would, however, not agree with this rendering. 

4) Kimchi seems to have noticed it. Though the absolute ^f?0 
is always rendered literally by the T. Com. Gray Is. In. Com. As to 
vn^K31 see Dill P. Ehrhch IS. 

5) Lxx P. omit TOD Dnn3 and have part of «l»an2. 

6) So Lxx P. In general the T. is apt to such an interchange, as 
will appear in the sequel. 

7) So Lxx P. V. Kimchi also noticed it in the T. This reading 
of the T. was adopted by Hiti., Cheyne, Guthe and Rn. 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


[S. 


29:13 


m: o |y^ 


anannKT ^5n 


<lB^« 


»i 


30:6 


DHo tr>5i «>i5 n«n 


pnK 


<»Vac. DTO 


»» 


30:8 


D?iy ny iv1> 


nno? 


(8^y5 


ifc 


30:27 


HKITD ^131 


KiaiD^tD ^K'PI 


nKfiTD niDi 


«» 


38:13 


"•nMBT 


n^DHJ KjniK 


>nyitr 


ii 


40:6 


non 5di 


pn^DP^n toi 


IJDH 


%*■ 


40:17 


1? nBrni inni ddko 


pr« HKV^tri 

^nio^p pa^trn 


...DDK 

<*Vac.n3J 


%% 


43:4 


l^nnn dhk idki 


«^oDy nnooi 


jn«i 






IB'W nnn d^oik^i 




(SD^ZDy 


%K 


48:7 


Dnyotr «?i Dv ^jD^i 


p:^mD3 K?i 


<• D^nyoK' 


'* 


49:17 


l^ii nno 


yn^in pjn^ pnr 


<'T« 


»b 


53:7 


n^y: Kini tra: 


^yn 


<»tr« 


k« 


54:9 


>5 nKT nj >D ^D 


nn ^DVD 


1DO 


i» 


56:11 


iyi> K? D^yn noni 










pan 


pirK3D pi^« 


<»D>yn 



1) So in many MSS. Com. Rimchi and Seder Eb'ahu r. 2, 24 

2) Cort would have oro so Krauss, which would have the sup** 
port of the T.; still, it is not improbable that the rendering is ex' 
planatory. 

3) So P. V. 

4) Lxx also omit n;!^ ; Lxx and P. read DfiK^. There is no 
reason to suppose that nJl^was omitted for anthropomorphical reasons. 

5) This is suggester by the parallel; but it may also be ex' 
planatory. Graetz and Klost. amend D^^K which would have the sup' 
port of the T. 

6) Ck)m. Lxx P. V. 

7) So Lxx. (Com. San. 64b: n^^n K^K n»33 Hipn ^H n»3n ^31). 

8) So P. Sym. V. (See Dil. P. T. 2) and in many old Hebrew 
MSS. Com. Chayoth, Mcbo Hatalmud, 25. Com. Berachoth 7b, 14a. 

9) So Lxx P. and S. Kimchi remarks: ]n3P 'jJ^nw KD'nn 101 
.PVK3D D«n 
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Jer. 



58:3 

59:18 

61:3 

65:1 
6:14 

10:24 
11:12 
11:14 

15:14 

23:26 

27:8 



M.T. 

nnn n^nn 7]t:i]fi2 
nm nn 

^DB'l K-IP «? M3 5« 



Targ. 

pnpD pnK 
«^5tD3 no 

ti5n KnnfiTD nn 



>Dy nne^ tik wsnn nan n^ ik^dki 
>Dyn KntrjD 
tDBtroi IK >jnD> itan *ipn^ k5 

^jD^yon IB inyr^ kd^i pni 
nnnn nm n« lyoKJ KD:nD n^ i?3p 
min^ tr>« J'K nmni <''pj^?toni 
nyi ^?« DKnp ny2 >5vd hki p^yn 
Dnyn pnne^^i ii'^v^ pn^Jy 
n>3>K nK ^mnyni 'idi pinyntrni 
3^1 B'^n >nD ny n^K ^no^K iy 

n^i Dn« >Dn iy pnn> nooKn ny 



R. 

<ipK'wn 
<2ni?iD:5yn 

<»n5nn nn 
<*«np 

natr nK 
<'^Dy ni 

•..DnD> 
(6 itDyo^ 

<»Dny-i nya 
<^<^ ^maym 

(11 65^1 ^no ny 
<^2irinny 



1) So Lxx. Kimchi: ]ian^pn ^31 in3i» imK D;jinw no^nn pi 

.t'ttQ 1D3 win ]»3ipD 

2) But Is. 63:7 tWK ^3 ^^3 literally. 

3) It is possible to explain the rendering of the T. as suggested 
by the parallel nn3 nn , and would smoothcn the difficulties felt by the 
commentators on this point. 

4) So Lxx P. 

5) They might, however, have been infiuenced by 8:11. 

6) So Lxx. Com., however, chapter General Peculiarities. 

7) So Lagarde. The same MS. was also before Kimchi, but in 
the copy of the Minchath Shai and many others the reading is']1^^ni 

8) So Lxx. Com. P. 

9) Lxx P. A. and many Hebrew MSS. Otherwise the T. 
might have been influenced by v. 12: .onyn ny3 DH^ ly^WP K^ yv^m 

10) So Lxx P. Kimchi noticed it in the T. and remarks that he 
found this reading in many MSS. See also Kittel: Guesebrecht. Still, 
it is not impossible that the T. was influenced here by 17:4 n^mnyni 
n»3'K nK and hence the reading of the Lxx P. 

11) So Lxx P. 

12) So P.; also noticed by Giesbrecht and Cor., but it may 
also be interprcUtive. 
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M.T. Targ. R. 

" 29:12 DM^m ^DK DDKIPI ?npK1 ^DIP P^Vni ^HK DTIKIPI 

^5k DD^^Dnm ID pynni pDni^v <^DD^5«^nyotri 

" 31:39 nioitrn 5di Kn^nK ?di <2niDnTn?Di 

" 49:3 nmji rnDDiK^nni tv^oa «DnnKi <8nm:n 

" 51:3 5>yn^ ?Ki ...I'^i^ ^« x^i ...nno^ «? ^*Tn> ?8 

Ez. 1:7 ^133 DH^^n t)3i t5:5»:D p5n dd-idd <» ^:y 

'* 5:11 yniK ^JK d:i t)pn t^opK «jk m^ <® yi:K 

" 7:5 w^ nn« nyn «ntr^3 nnn Kntr^n <'' inK 

" 10:6 D35 ^mn niTK pD? n^nnn ^^dd? ^nm 

" 10:29 DK' D^Kin DDK IK'K JTIK pnKI DDK IK^K 

" 12:12 K^ -itTK ty^ HDD^ VJD k5i KIH ^m t)5n K? IK^K |y^ 

riK K^n pyJ' hki^ wik n^ nn> py5> nnn^ 



1) Probably onaSn was omitted in the text of the T. P. also 
omits it. Lxx omits the entire portion and begins with Dns^nnni 
Giesb. conjecture 'fnni^SI by the T. is not justified. 

2) Lxx has here the Ketib. P. omits it entirely. The reading 
monr by the T. is the only plausible explanation of the peculiar ren* 
dering of this word, fliaiw is usually rendered by the T. byK^W KIV'D 

(IK 23:4; IS. 16:1). Ck>m. Aruch Kn'HK and HmiK . 

3) Felt by Kimchi. Com. P. 

4) So Lxx codd. 88. 106, P. In some MSS. h^ is the Keri. 
Felt by Minchat Shai and Kimchi. 

5) So A. Rashi follows it. 

6) So P. Sym. Vulg. This is the Ketib to Madnechai, but this 
reading is to be found in many MSS. So in M^turgom of Eliahu 
Halevy under root tpp . He cites this verse reading pn;iK . 

7) Noticed by Kimchi. 

8) So P., so Toy. was probably influenced by V. 15. 

9) So Lxx P. 

10) So P. Probably both of them read p:?^ (Com. Is. 18:9 etc.). 
On the other hand, we find this case pj; Ketib and \^y Keri (Com. 
2S 16:12). 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


«ft 


13:11 


t5'>3:i?« ^J3K njHKi 


e^^ia^K ^i3K nn 




M 


13:21 


D^B'DJ nK 


pn^B'Dj n> 


D^DJ 


»« 


14:8 


njnn 5y ononii 


Kntr^3 5d J'y 


<» ?D 5y 


ftfc 


14:22 


vnnio 


^nnna 


<» innao 


kfc 


16:15 






<* in^nio>B^ni 


'* 


16:36 


^n^ ^'? naiy ?d 5y 


13 


<' ^n> «5 


** 


17:21 


on? >nnj 


lia Di niinii 


<«T^i^Diai 


«k 


18:17 


n> i^B^n >iyo 


3>nK kJ' kuddd 




kfc 


19:7 


rn^^D^K xnn 


n^n^n^i nvKi 


n^i 
<«rniJDi« 


»» 


21:19 


on? nmnn nn 


pn? wnoT 


<» mnnn 


ik 


21:21 


>:>D^n nnxnn 


'131 ^D^^ne^K 


<i® nnnn 




21:21 


^D^B^n 


iV^B'l 


ptri 



1) Minchat Shai: y^lJJ^K 03K flKI Klip n^nw HKi: ...IWIM ; 
Kimchi remarks that he found this reading in a MS. 

2) So in some MSS. Caro 1. c. 

3) So Lxx, Syro Hex. and in five MSS. of Kenn. and De RossL 

4) Noticed by Rashi and Kimchi; so also in Aid. Codd. 42, 68. 

5) So P. and in some De Rossi MSS. 

6) So P. and Vulg. and a great number of MSS.; the Afudi» 

ch. 14, remarks: ('2 nnar) D»D»n mnn pmK3 n»2n niian «i3n hki 
.T:3 '013 (n**' /t pvin) )2^y i»k3 (t"i ,n"' n»Dn») onp nna 

7) Probably interpretative, making the following K^ referring to 
UyD; also Lxx; so 28th middah of R. Eliezer. See Eh'ezer of BeaU' 
gency, who puts as an explanation of ^lj? 'iyo . Com. Heller 

.»nM 'inn ^y 

8) So A. aliter et dimit palatium eorum. So EW. Toy J?1M 
Com. Kimchi. His point, however, is not clear. The T. rendering of 
Jud. 8:16 jrnM is 33ni or 1131 as Kimchi had it or mjJ as in Lag. or 
ip^KI as cited in \n2 ]3K by Mcnachem b. Solomon. 

9) So Lxx P. A. Vulg. was noticed also by Kimchi. 

10) So is rendered mmn (v. 15). John d. Buch Ez. assumes it 
represents a Syr. Ith. form. 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 


" 24:26 




vr\)02 i^niyoB^K? 


<iiniyoB^n5 


" 26:2 


nmnn n«toK 


ninn K^to mm 




" 26:20 


nmnD 


Knmni 


<*nn-in3 


'^ 27:6 


Dntrx n2 


pynDB^KT PDT 


<* ntTKni 


" 27:23 


nann onn^ ^nwi 


pnnnj tn«i 


DnnK^ 


" 30:12 


ID^D niB^K 


noi nin« 


no J'D 


^^ 34:26 


nn^noi ddk ^nnji 


nino pnn^ ntrxi 






^nyi3 


lino 


nn^iD 


" 39:16 


njiDH n^y Dir D31 


jon? *iKi 


DBf 


Hos. 4:18 


DKID ID 


i«^:iD« pn^JiD^B' 


(5-,Cf 


" 6:5 


KV^ -IIK l^DBtTDI 


p>Dj ninjD >rii 




" 7:12 


Dmy? yoc'D 


pnnvy? lyoen J^y 


^^ Dnny 


" 8:5 


pnoB' l^jy njT 


K?:y nni lyo 


<8 injT 


" 9:1 


^^iK'^ noB^n ?K 


«^i pnnn «?» 






D^oyn i*^: ?k 


py^2n 


<» ?^: ?8i 


" 11:7 


IHKIP^ ?y 5»K1 


p-iyiyn 


<!<> 1K-|p^ 


*' 12:1 


Dy "n my mmn 


Koy K?:i iy 






D^c'np oyi ?K 


prKi ,Kn?Kn 






|dk: 


••DIP pn^D iim 


...?K Dy 




Krnp Koy ppno <^^ D^crnp oyi 


" 13:10 


Lxx P. 


...IK 


<« n^K 


1) So 




2) So Lxx; accepted by Co. Sccg. Gratz. 




3) So Lxx P. 






4) Com. Is. 41:19. Felt by Kimchi. 




5) Felt 


by Kimchi. 






6) So 


Lxx P. (Com. Nowack 


: Die Kl. P.). 




7) So 


Lxx P. onn (Sec VoUers Z. A. T. W.. 1883. 250). 


8) So 


P. 






9) So 


Lxx P. 






10) So P. 






11) So Lxx P. Kimchi: ,nnt2 


^K or M22 ^K 07 »" 


n» no>rn pi 


12) Sc 


> Lxx p. 
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Am. 5:10 


M.T. 


Targ. 


R. 
(1 K^ai 


** 6:10 


IDIDOI 


«n>p^D 


iDnoo 


Mi. 4:9 


jn >ynn no? nny 


n« no? lyDi 
manno 


<• n y^n 


'' 6:11 


ytrn ^:tkdi narxn 


nar^n 


<« nar^n 


Nahum2:3 
" 3:6 




irn fa ^J^y5 


Pk:i 


Zcf. 3:18 


rn iDD ^nDD« 


...pn^Jy n •.. 


nn 


2c. 9:13 


5y irv i>ii ^nnniy^ 


p>v ija na3«i 


<*^miiyi 


*^ 12:5 






(6 D^tjfn^ 


" 14:5 
" 14:6 








Mai. 2:5 


P«DP1 


n>53^ ny 


<» in«i 



1) So in some MSS. and Lzx P. 

2) So Lxx, though in a different sense. 

3) So Lxx P. 

4) So Lxx P. 

5) vb^ i-»iyi (Is. 10:26) ini^y «n»n : d»mi t^ nniy (Is. 14:9) 

*i)TyK 

6) The reading of the T. was probably KSOK found in many 
MSS. See Min. Shai. 

7) So Sym. Aid. Codd. Ill, XII. 22. 23. 26. De Rossi found 
this reading in the Lxx. 

Kimchi DnfiO ntpos ntOi pi . So Kimchi D^tnvn "tfiO; also R. Eliah 
Halevy D^vnvn t^mn and Ibn Ezra pointing out this being the reading of 
mton »v:k . Com. Eich. Ein. V. I, p. 419 (German Ed. 1787). 

8) But com. Gen. 42:9 etc. See Rikmah on the change of Waw 
to Jod. Com. Sup. Am. 5:10. 

9) So Lxx P. 
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GROUP B 






M.T. 


Targ. 


Following 


Joshua 7:8 


tny ?KnB^> isn 


pnJnp 


<^ r^MK 


" 8:14 


o yn^ k5 Kim 


pyn^ V6 pj^Ki 


iD>DtrM ^^rv^^^ 


) 


i5 3niK y\r\'? kjdd n« 


2) ^vn^i 


" 9:20 


DniK n>nm 


D^Pil 


<« ntryj n«T 


" 2q:5 


nxn ^5ii '•D 


n^yio k5i 


inyn n« nan 


Judges 2:14 


D>Dtr T»3 


pnnm 




" 2:22 


im nK 


ppm imi« 


<*DnnD55 


" 20:37 


iB'^nn i-iiKm 


iwnKi >niK 


mnn itro^i 




iDBTDn 




(5-^,^ 


IS. 2:29 


DDKnnn? 


nnni?Di«? 


Implied ®> 


" 6:4; D^D? nn« nD:o ^d 


PdJ'ID^ 


<''DD^nD?t 


^' 17:40 


D>ynn ^J'Dn 


n^^^onnii 


<»iy5»pn5'-iK'« 


2S. 3:15 


tr^K Dyo 


n^yn ni^o 


<» nnpn 


" 23:5 


ron ^31 


^niya J'Di 


(10iytr> ?D o 


IK. 8:46 


iM« ^:d5 


nn^nm ^?yi 


onnii 


" 18:18 


l5ni 


pn^tKi 


DDiryi 


" 21:11 


niM IB'tO 


nnriDi «dd 


nn^K^ ntTK 


2K. 19:4 


intrns^i 


pro-iDi 


DnDDH n« 


" 23:5 


IDP^I 


IP^DKI 


i:m -iK^K 


IS 10:8 


nK^n iyi K^WD nnn:D oy pn^trw 


<ii i^DiDi ny^ 


^^ 13:2 


D^nnj ^nriD Kri 


Knynnn p^yn 


implied by 
context 12) 


" 19:20 


D^vn? ^iDO 


pn^pm 


...on? n^B'M 




1) Also V 


. 12; so P. 






2) Lxx put the whole in singiilar. So P. 




3) So P. 








4) Sbirin, 


followed by Lxx Lag. 


So P. 




5) So Lxx P. 






6) So P. 








7) So P. 








8) So P. 








9) So T,TT P. 






10) So P. 








11) P. hai 


5 it in the 2nd person. 


Com. Lxx. 




12) P. in 


2p. f. 


13) So Lxx. 
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M.T. 


Targ. 


Following 


4» 


21:14 


lon^i 




rnn 


»« 


23:13 


Vim 


Knnnn 


n^niD^K 


»* 


26:8 




K:-inD lin n-iKJ' 


<il^rip 


«i 


26:9 


>npi ^nn *i« 


1? K^llD 


i« mn ...'•trDi 


«» 


26:19 


lioip> 


linn^ij ^on: 


<aijm ^v^pn 


»» 


30:11 


im >JD niD 


...WVDDK 


in^itrn 






nn^K ^jo iDH 


KJI^tDlK 


<* IJ^JDD 


fcfc 


30:13 


ni:itrj noini 


^pno -iirD 


J'Di nw 


«« 


33:2 


DnpiJ' Dynr n^n 


..•KJDPin nn 


...i:np ...liin 






^jnyir> ti« 


«:jpniD *i« 


<*iinyiB'> 






nnv nyi 






*fc 


33:3 


DTO DriK nnni 


mnn^K pna ^:dd 


<«PDn 5ipD 


«» 


34:7 


IKH^ 35no Disyi 


pnoTO pnynK Mini 
pninno pmeyi 


DV-iK nnni 


k» 


40:26 


Xnpi DB^l d?d5 


inotri 


<»DKnv 


«» 


44:7 


iD-n n^Jvm vnKin 


nn^^VKi 


<»rnKan 


k« 


46:1 


DD^n«tr: 


pnmro ^5ido 


on^nvy vn 



1) So p. Lxx. Rashj, Kimchi, Raro fellow this explanation. 

2) So P. 

3) So P. 

4) So Lxx (see the difficiilt explanations of Kimchi). 

5) So P. 

6) P. puts for the same purpose )1Dn in the 2nd p. 

7) So Lxx. P. in 3^no only. 

8) Lxx P. render in pi, influenced by Ps. 147:5. 

9) So Lxx P. 
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42:6 
48:15 

51:8 



" 57:15 
" 58:14 

Jcr. 2:27 



M.T. Targ. 

Ktro \^^ i5d^ H^^ pn^Joj 



Following 

<» nova 



IDK'K tmpi D^no KK^np^ ne^ wDna <« ^oe^ e^npi 
...l^naanni ii>53r^ ...line^M implied by 

l^nJOKHI context 



'»a« ry5 d^-mdi« 



nK KJUK 



^im?> 



k% 


7:24 


nivyoa 


pn^nvya 


Da? nnntra 


«« 


9:6 


nono iina inntr 


nnne^ja n^aa pan^ 


liWD ntD-ioa 


*« 


10:4 


nnpoai nnoDoa 
DipTn> 


n^5 n>pno 


inD« 


M 


11:14 


DKIP riM 


^5vD nxn \TV2 


??Dnn 5n 


»k 


11:22 


anna ^nio^ oninan 
DH^nwa^ on^ia 
ana ino^ 


n^Dpn^ nn^D^iy 


DH^ia 


Ez. 


11:19 


nnK 2'? Dn5 >nnji 






k* 


11:22 


...ntrin nni 
Daanpa 


pn^yoa 


<*Dn? >nnji 


ft» 


22:10 


n5:i aK nny 


W^?3 


<• la w 


«« 


22:30 


n^5y D^5i5:i nne^yi 


ni« 


DT nasB^ 
naina 



1) Lxx P. render them all in absolute. 

2) So P. 

3) So P. Lxx seem to have had an entirely different reading. 

4) So Lxx. 

5) So Lxx P. Sym. Vul. 

6) So Lxx Sym. 
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A9 







M.T. 


Targ- 




*fc 


23:4a 


nanJrn o nm 


nnJK' nK 


...n5n3 nvnn 
nnyi 


%« 


26:11 


nn nK? 


^iO^ 


nn> ...Don» 


»k 


35:8 




ini5»m ^ninon n^ 


rm 


%% 


35:10 


^5 niviKH ^ne' 


pj^nnKi 


<^nivnKn ^ntr 


%% 


36:20 




■sM 


<» wa ntwi 






y'pv ^i2o\t^ ntrio 


n>5 naoT noa 


nimi ...inmo 


Hos 


.10:1 


nann mc? ana 


in5iD w^:iDK 


...vnD5 






31DD vninato? 


...pnni:i«5 


<» ivnK5 






nnvtD n^on ivik? 


pnnop 




«» 


14:9 


inD 


nnn3rn5 


ijnwKi 


Am 


. 2:3 


DDiB^ ^nnani 


«njn 


nne' 53^ 


Mi. 


5:4 


v5y 


Kj5y 


...liviKa 

...w^ni:onKa 

liopni 


»« 


7:15 


inHV >D^3 


pnpDD 


UKnK 


Na. 


2:14 


man 


na^xn 


nn^Mi 


ft% 


3:7 


n? nu^ >o 


l5y >n^ |o 


<*l5 D>Dn» 


2a. 


14:5 


53 ^n5« n^n^ K3) 


n^oy 


<5Kai 



1) It 18 not necessary with Cor. (D. B. Ez.) to suppose a differ' 
ent reading by the T. Suggested by the text, the T. would not hesitate 
to render it as if it were in Hiph. 

2) So P.; so also in Ez. 20:38; 23:44; Jerem. 51:36; Mi. 7:12, 
noticed by Min. Shai. In Masoreth Seder ShHach this is considered 
among those that are written in sing, and the Sebirin in pi. That 
the T. follows in a good many cases the Sebirin as well as the Mad** 
nechai was noticed by the Min Shai. (Com. Ez. 5:11; 13:17; 14:19; 
Min. Shai Jerem. 49:36; Mi. 7:12). In P'sichta Lam r. Kip nnt n>n K^ 
...^13»M K^K iKinn K^K "US^D^ . So in many Kenn. MSS. 

3) Lxx make ninnto^ conform to nn!fO. P. follows it closely. 

4) So P. Lxx put all in the 3rd person. The reading of 1^ 
IB found in many MSS. 

5) So Lxx P. noticed also by Rimchi. 
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70 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 





M.T. 


Targ. 


Following 


Mai. 2:15 


5k inw ntr«2i 


npj5^n K? ... 


<^ DnnoB^ii 


" 2:16 


HDDI ...ni>K' KJB^ ^D 


nwDn ^D3n k?i 


...DDnna 




le^n? J'y Don 


le^n^a 


<*n:3n 



GROUP C 

Joshua 1:9 nnn 5«vnyn ?k Targumnnnn «5i ?mn «5. 

According to Deut. 31:8 nnn H'?) Kl^n K? On. innn K?1 ?mn K? . 

Joshua 2:4 ^JDvni Targum <»pjmDDKr. According to v. 6 

Joshua 6:6 nn^n piK DK IKB' Targum <*^n V^:'l> inK n>. 
According to v. 8 n^n^ nnn p-iKi . 

Joshua 6:8 mn^ ^^S? Targum <'>n «jnK DIP. According 

to V. 7 nin^ in« >:d? . 

Joshua 9:4 1TDVM Targum <«nntK1 . According to v. 12 

Joshua 12:8 TinK'Kni Targum KHDID IBtTDll . According 
to 12:13 HiDBn nntTK. 

Joshua 18:7 in^HJ nin^ Hina Targum pj^K pn5 in> n pno 
pnnJDnK. According to 13:33 Dn^Hi «in J'KIK'^ ^nJ'K nin^ — 
.:.pn? nn^ n pno . 

Joshua 22:24 ^Kitr^ >n5K '^^1 DD? HD Targum p5in PD? n^5 
KID^on. According to w. 25, 27 ...p5>n DD? p«. 

Judges 5:8 D^triH D^n^K -inn> Targum Jkib^^ ^22 IK^yinK ID 

.pDnnnK pni ipoyn^K «5n Ki^nyriK npon pmn Kniyo? n^ao? 
According to Deut. 32:17 DnyB' K?1 1K1 ^^^^PD D'^K'in D^■^?« 



1) So Lxx. 

2) So Lxx. 

3) Lxx in both places have SxQVilyev . Com. Jalqut 1. c. 

4) So P. 

5) So P. V. and 4 MSS. and in 3 Kenn. 

6) Many Kenn. and De Rossi MSS. read n^QSM . So Lxx P. 
Felt by Kimchi 
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TEXTUAL VARIATIONS 71 

Judges 7:7 D>Pp5tDn r>Kn niWD nK'JtriTargum <ipnn>3 \i\tn 
pnoiD? . According to v. 6 DH^D 5k D^PP^H IBDO ^HM . 

Judges 7:18 pjnaJl nin>5 omoKl Targum <2j^jj3poT j^^^r; 
mp p . According to v. 20 ]^m:'?^ '^5 3"in wnp^i . 

Judges 20:38 jryn nKtTD Targum ^^\:ni ^W . According 
to V. 40 ...iB^yn iioy — nio^ . 

Judges 20:40 renDrn n^yn 5^?d n5y n^ni Targum p>?D urn 

K^Dtr n^vJ' «mpn «JJn . According to Joshua 8:20 jB^y n5y HiHI 
TO^Drn i^yn — KJjn p>5d khi . 

IS 4:13 nevo I'm n^ kddh ?y le^^ ^?y n^ni Targum 5y... 
<*Ky-in nnw trna. According to v. 18 nytrn lyi — nniK b^m ?y 

IS 4:21 ntr^KI n^on ?K1 Targum <5^tDpnKni KHion nnD"!i 
n?yi . According to v. 19 nc^'^KI H^DH HDI — KniDH Tl^DI^ 

n5yi ^DpnKiK 

IS 6:18 7)^M:n 5nK iyi Targum <»Knn WIK nyi . Accord- 
ing to w. 14, 15 n^nan iikh . 

IS 14:16 :iiDi ponn njm Targum <'^^KnB^?B nntro pon. 

According to v. 19 D^n^^B mnon IB^K PDHHI . . 

IS 18:6 ni^noni n^tr? Targum «^3jnn KnntrJ. According to 
21:12 n^Jinon ijy> — «^:ijnn pnnK^. ®> 

2S 9:3 JiKK' n^n? ^"H niy ddkh Targum <» «-in: my n^nn . 
According to v. 1 niy r^ >Dn — n^KH . 

2S 9:3 D^J'n HDJ Targum ^n^^n pmn3 ^p5 • According to 

V. 13 v?n >ntr noB Kim — '•ni^n pmnn ^p5 . 



1) So p. In some MSS. of the T. the words ]inD1B^ ]inn»n 
are omitted 

2) So P. In Lag. K^tD?DT is omitted. 

3) P. omits nHWtD . 

4) So Lxx. Kimchi: miK ^23 ^y WlflV iy» n ei'Din IWIM 

lyyn t nyn innn piofia idkb^ ids »3do Kyin . 

5) Com. Lxx. 

6) So Lxx and many MSS. 

7) So Lxx P. 

8) In Lag. ]tyDVO . 

9) So Lxx P. Kimchi; D'Kn ]niV ID^in HD^ ^flTOm . 
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72 TAEGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

2S ll:6nn?«nniKnKaKr n^firnTargum <^nKnnnniKn\ 
According to the preceding ^nnn nniK riK . 

2S 12:21 >n n^^n inya Targum caQip K>am ny . According 
to V. 22 >n n^^n niya . 

2S 12:27 DnDH TV Targum <»Km35o nnp. According to 
V. 26 HDiJon i>y . 

2S 15:17 Dyn ?31 l^on KVM Targum >WK ?D1 K35o PD31 
n^nn .*>. Accordnigto v. 16in>3 531 i5on KVM — n>n^a r^K 531 . 

2S 18:12 lyja ^d I-tob^ Targum HtD>5iy3 '5 l-TonOK, 
According to v. 5 nyj5 >5 dk5 — HQ'>'?)V2 ^5 nonoK . 

2S 22:13 rK ^5n: nya n:3 mjo Targum nin piona 
nno^D Kp5n. According to v. 9 ^^)2dd "i^n D^5n: — im inoua 
nno^D KpJn. 

IK 1:48 ^KD3 5y ar> Dvn \r): ir« Targum <«tn HtDr ann 
^Dni3 5y a^n> na. According to 3:6 ...ar^ la ^5 inni . 

IK 1:52 xmvttn^ 5D' k5 Targum ^''n^tc^n Mf^tn^ . According 
to IS 14:45 its^m nnytTD 5ib> dk . 

IK 9:8 pijy n>n> ntn n^ani Targum <«^«5>y mm pnn Kn^ai 
ann ^t. According to 2Ch. 7:21 5a5 jrJy mn iB^K ntn n^am 
...D{r> v5y laiy 

IK 12:16 nna P5n U? no Targum |o5 n^5«>. According to 
2S 20:1 nna p5n «5 !^« . 

IK 13:9 D^D nnrn «5l Targum <^^H^ jon >nm k5i .Accord- 
ing to V. 17 D^D Dt5^ nnt5^n k5i . 

IK 13:34 n«Dn5 ntn nana >nn Targum jnn HtD:nD mm. 
According to 12:13 ni<Dn5 ntn nann ^hm . 

IK 22:31 D^jn D^t5^5B^ aann ne^ IIK mv Dni< ifel Targum 
pa^D pnni pn5n.^^>. According to 20:16 l^o D^JB^I D^r^r . 



1) 


So P. and in 2 MSS. Kenn. 








2) 


So Lxx P. Com. Ehrlich, Randglossen. 








3) 


So P. and in 2 MSS. Kenn. 








4) 


In Lag. HOy ^31 . 








5) 


So Lxx P. 








6) 


So P. Lag. Iftooxe o^uieeov hi toG <meQV)iaTOs 


|io6 


7) 


So is the T. to 2S 14:11 naa fltyVD . 


So 


P. 


here and in 


2S 14:11. Lxx here only. 








8) 


Com. P. 








9) 


In Lag. M^MO • 








10) 


In Lag. |on is omitted. 








11) 


Literally in Lag. 
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2K 4:19 «H ?K iniw Targum « n^5>31K ^nao . According 
to V. 20 inK3n inKrM . 

2K 4:42 HB^r ?y3D Targum iwm nWD . According to 
IS 9:4 ntr^ nK3 — ^YT] jnna . 

2K 9:19 Dl5r l^on TOK HD Targum <« D^rn . According 
to V. 18 DiSrn i^on tdk m . 

2K 20:14 Jaao wa nwnn niW Targum <»^ni? inK. 
According to y^H IKU^ PKDI . 

2K 21:18 Kty pa in^a pa lapn Targum <*«Ty laa lapnKi. 
According to v. 26 Kty pa. 

2K 23:2 D^rn^ 'afiT^ ?D1 min> r^K Jai Targum trJK ?ai 
D^m^ ^anM miiT . According to 2 Ch. 34:3 ^arM min> tr^K ?31 

2K 24:3 '^ ^D ?y IK Targum c» n Dip it^^in Jy Dia . 
According to v. 20 siK ^y 'D . 

IS. 10:7 Dyo k5 D>i: nnan^l Targum D^na k5 . According 

to Hab. 1:17 JiDn> kJ DM3 nnJ — D>na k5 pooy kddk5 . 

IS. 17:6 nn sip:a ni5?y la i«{r3i Targum n^a jnKntrM 
KJiiaJo pa ^i^^v laa K^pnv pin^n> nKnt5^> p ...Knn iiy^a p5?iy . 
According to 24:1 3 nn np:a D^oyn iina nKn aipa n^n^ na o 

IS. 22:3 nn^ noK n^K^: 5a Targum c«5opn^ y2 nanrKT 5a. 
According to 13:15 npn^ Kvo^n 5a — 5tDpn^ na nane^^ n 5a . 

IS. 26:1 nrn n^tc^n ntc^v Kinn or a Targum pnajr^ K^nn wnya 
Kmn Knna{rin''>. According to 42:10 enn Tr '^5 iTr. 

IS. 29:16 int5^y5 ncs^ytD 1D«^ ^a Targum W^D ID^n ICS'BKn 
nnay5. According to 45:9 nv^5 IDH noK^n. 



1) 


So P. Com Lzx. 


2) 


Com. P. Lxx A clenvT) 


3) 


So Lxjc P. ini^ is omitted in Lag. 


4) 


Com. Lzx. Both are rendered in Lag. 


») 


So Lzx. Com. P. 


6) 


The whole phrase is omitted in Lxx and P. 


7) 


In Lag. ion. 
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IS. 33:11 D3?3«n ^H D3nn Targum K^js'^a p^naw ?na 
Hti^p'? H^)V^n '^^O'^D . According to 40:24 DKfiTJi rpD nnyoi — 
<^«t5^P? K^iy^yD iTTO^DK 

IS. 41:4 HKi ncs'^'i Hin^ ^Ji< ^vr\D nmn «ip nK^yi ^ye ^d 
«in ^JK DoinnKTargum ca nna kj« ...n^ayi idk d^p p?>k id« id 

According to 44:6 D>n?K p« ny^aoi tnnK ^Ji<1 PK'K'l '^» — 
<»...K>D?y '^d'pv w ponp^on Kin wk. 

IS. 42:18 MfD\i^ D>t5^inn Targum K^n pKnna pj^«n «^y>ri 

lyOK' P3? pniK. According to 43:8 1d5 D>JT«1 D^CS'inU 

IS. 44:12 iniv^ nupoai Targum n^^ «)^pnD paiponu 

According to Jcr. 10:4 <*DipTn^ nnpoai — n^? si**?;!© papoai . 

IS. 45:9 nt5^yn no nv^5 ion -lOK^n Targum ^jmay «5. 

According to 29:16 ^JK^y «^ inK^y^ HK^ytD IDK^ >D. 

IS. 47:7 ma: n^n^ D^iy? Targum pfe ne^pn ^nfc« D^y^ • 

According to v. 5 niafeo ni3: 1? mip^ ^D^Din «? — pD^ riD^pn .* 

IS. 50:8 '»pn^ anp Targum ^niDT i<anp. According to 

51:5 vnv anp — ''niar «anp, 

IS. 63:5 ^nt >? ye^im toid phi ooinK^Ki ity pKi o'^aw 
^jnaoD K^n ^noni Targum pn^^y '♦yan Dipn t5^'»« n^^i ^onp ynn. 
Iij^myo ^niyn no>oai ^Dpin yma pj^npnei. According to 
59:16 y^aDD pK >a DDinK^n — Dipn K'JK n^^i ^nionp ynn 
pjnyo n^niyi no^oai n^Dpin yma pj^piDi \)n'''?v ^ya^i . 

Jcr. 6:11 ?on ^n^«?j mn^ non nt^i Targum «naiD5 ^n^K> 

IBK'D? n^^^a^ K?1 . According to 20:9 Jai« «? ^3^3 ^n^K^JI — 
n^5>^3^ «?i K131D? >n^K?i . 

Jcr. 8:15 D1?K^? HIP Targum D^K'? KJn3D . According to 
14:19 ...ijn^3n yno — d^k^? Kn3D, 



1) It renders this way Is. 41:16: DTllH fifif) myOl — nnO'OI 
Hrp^ H^^y^ya , In Lag. nwpb is omitted. 

2) So the T. renders Is. 40:12, seemingly for their similar be* 
ginning and contents. 

3) So, for the same reason, it renders 43:10: Ktb Hin »3K O 

bn 13113 K^ — ...ponp^on nin wh. 

4) Sec Jcrem. 10:4. The rendering there was influenced by the 
sequel, but the influence in this case might have been reciprocal, to 
that the v. was put in the same p. in accordance with the verse here. 



Digitized by 



Google 



TEXTUAL VARIATIONS 76 

Jcr. 10:4 ino^^ antai ^D3a Targum n^? ^en Kamai KDDDa . 
According to Is. 40:19 <MjypT anta ^nvi — n>? ^DHD . 

Jcr. 10:4 p^D> kJi Targum ^JtDV> K^n. According to Is. 
40:20, 41:7 <20D> K^ — i^V> K^T . 

Jer. 30:15 laKDO t5^WK Targum ymn Kjnoo . According 
to V. 12 inDD nJnj — n^nno wnoo . 

Jcr. 31:9 d5^31« D^jijnna^ iKa^ '»333 Targum pK^aD ponia 
PJ>31PK . According to Is. 54:7 nv3P« D^^n: D^omai — poniai 
31PK pk^:d. 

Jcr. 32:35 ^aJ 5y nn?y «?1 D>n^1V k5 1t5^i< Targum nnPB.R^. 
^nniKa. According to 7:31 <3iaJ^y nn^y k^^ ^nnv «? n^^K 
— "»nniKa nnpD k^. 

Jcr. 33:3 nnvai m^n^ 1^ m^:^<1 Targum p^DJl piai . 
According to Is. 48:6 <*onn^ K?1 nnVJI — n^DJl . 

Jcr. 41:15 jToy ^J3 ?K l^M Targum m5 lay^D? 5tki 

IToy '3a . According to v. 10 poy ^a ^« nay? i^^i . 

Jcr. 46:8 nK nODK H^yK Targum n«fel KriK 'Dn« . 
According to 47:2 HKI^I riH IDDtrn — nfc<^01 «nK ptan . 

Jcr. 48:4 aK^D maW Targum a«1D nia^ man^R . Accord- 
ing to 48:25 a«io ]^p nna: — aKID ni3^ . 

Ez. 11:19 Daipa inK nenn nni in« a? on^ ^nwi Targum 
5>m a? pn? inKl'>. According to 36:26 tnn a? — pa? in«i 
J^m a?. 



1) So p. Rashi; Kimchi etc. curiously combine both reading!. 
F. Pcrle« in J. Q. R., v. 18, p. 388, would read here infiJt* and refers 
to Is. 30:22; so Kittel, both of whom refer to the T. not appreciating 
the principle followed in this case. So also in Jerem. 10:19, and 
curiously enough, P. there renders nypli in the same way as infifn . 

2) So Lxx, except in Is. 40:20. 

3) Lxx read there O^nns as here. 

4) Minchat Shai Bct$ another reading by the T. and goes so far 
as to think that Rashi, who follows the T., has also had the same 
reading. But Rashi does it in numerous instances where such an as' 
sumption u out of question. Kimchi remarks: Wn Jl^Q^I fn^I^ n^n 

5) Also 18:31. So P., felt by Minchat Shai. Curiously, this read- 
ing appears also in the com. of Eliezer of Beaugency (published by 
Posnansky, 213). So is the reading in 3 Kenn. MSS. and 1 De RostL 
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Ez. 17:5 jnr m^2 imnM Targum 31D ?pn3 n^an^ . Accord- 
ing to V. 8 <i31D n-W "PH — 310 5pn3. 

Ez. 29:3 ^jn^CS^y >JK1 ni<^ ^5 Targum Wi<i Kma^D ^5n 
n^r3D. According to v. 9 <« ^n^t5^y >JK1 ^? 1K^ — KJIIDJo 

n^{r3D WK1 ^5n . 

Ez. 29:6 njp njytwD onvn jy> Targum Ky^jn k>3P idd. 
According to Is. 36:6 nvnn HJpn — Ky^yi K^JP 1DD . 

Ez. 30:18 nJDD^ py K'H Targum n^ ^Dm P^Sdi KJjyD 
lUHK. According to 38:16 <« nKH niDDj pyD — KJjy3 

Ez. 31:14 nn nir ?k Targum Kjn3K no 3i: ^nnj oy. 
According to 32:18, 24 nn nnv nK. 

Ez. 31:15 nJwfir )m^ Dr3 Targum ^ninnK Dr3. Accord' 

ing to V. 16 n^Kfir inK nnin3 — n^n> ^iinnK3 . 

Ez. 32:5 nr«^3n >ni<5D1 Targum K^5>n llJonM. According 
to V. 6 <* pfc«5o^ D^PDKI — n^on^ . 

Ez. 32:18 nvnnn nK 5k Targum Kn>ynK KyiK? . Accord- 

ing to 31:14 <*n>nnn nK 5h — Kn^ynK KyiK?. 

Ez. 32:24 Dn^nn wm 1t5^K Targum n3n5 n^Don^KI . Accord- 
ing to V. 23 n^nn i^w ntrK . 

Ez. 34:24 D3in3 K^K'J in n3yi Targum C««3^ ^n n3yi . 
According to 37:24 DH^^y 1^ in n3yi . 

Ez. 36:12 DHK D3>5y ^n35>im Targum ^'^ ps^Sy ^:dki . 
According to w. 10, 11 UIH UT^V ^n^3im — n3>5y >3DK1. 

Ez. 41:17 nnsn 5yo 5y Targum K5'»y5 ny. According 
to V. 20 nnsn ^yo ny nxno . 



1) As to the change in person, com. De Rossi V, L. V. T., L c 

2) p. reads lit* : Lxz have v. 9 as in v. 3. 

3) It also influenced ]er. 46:8. 

4) Lxx have in v. 6 as in v. 5. Kittel wonders if the reading 
was not iK^^l • 

5) So 26:20 n»nnn pHs. 

6) Lxx have in 37:24 as in 34:24. Lag has here H3*) . 
However, in 37:25 the T. stands alone. 

7) Ehrlich £z. finds support in this rendering of the T. that it 
IB used here in the sense of increase, as in Jerem. 12:2. Equally wrong 
is ]ahn, ascribing a different reading to the T. 
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Ez. 43:10 n^J3n n« moi Targum iTDipD D^ pntron . 
According to v. 11 <iin3iDni n>nn niw* 

Mi. 2:8 pD>t5^Dn nnt? no^CS^ 5lDD Targum nnJD pnip^ pOD 
p3D3. According to 3:3 ID'^fiTDH DH^^yo DHW — pnip^ JIOD 

2c. 3:10 ruKn nnn 5«i tfi^ nnn ?i< Targum na ninn> 
^nij^n na ninnJi ^niJDi:. According to IK 5:5 1JD3 nnn r^K 
injKn nnm. 

2c. 9:8 n^'^D n>n? >n>jni Targum .•.^enpD n^3a nfirKi 

"lino lino n? siPID KB^J^T niK^D. According to 2:9 n^nK ^JKI 

tTK noin n? — iino i^no n? ^po Ktc^m iiot . 

2c. 11:17 5>jKn ^yi nn Targum KtTBD KDjnB ?y M. 
Accordingto V. 15 iJi^K nyi — KCS'BD KDJ^B. 

1) So P. 

2) Lxx read in 2:8 iijr as in 33. So P. 
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THE EXEGESIS IN JONATHAN 

The exegetical nature of T. Jonathan is in a conspicuous 
manner emphasized in the report of the Talmud : 'Said R. 
Jeremia, others say R. Hiyya b. Abba, Targum to the Prophets 
Jonathan b. Uziel said it. And Eretz Israel trembled 400 pant' 
sangs. A Bath Kol said: Who is the one who reveajeth 
my mysteries to the children of men? Rose Jonathan 
b. Uziel and said: I am the one who revealeth Thy mysteries 
to the children of men. It is reavealed and known unto you 
that ... I did it for Thy sake in order that strife may not 
abound in Israel.'' To the question why no such occurrence 
accompanied the act of the Targum to the Pentateuch, the ans' 
wer is given: *The Pentateuch is clear while the Prophets con- 
tain things some of which arc clear, while others are ob' 
scure." i> 

Framed as this report is in the characteristic phraseology 
of the Agada it serves not only to demonstrate the prevalent 
view of the age as to the principal characteristic of the T. to 
the Prophets, its main value resting in the exegesis, but is 
instructive also in that it manifests the worshipful rever- 
ence in which the exegesis was held. It was regarded as 
mysteries which should not, except for a weighty reason as 
alleged by Jonathan, he disclosed to the uninitiated in holi' 
ness. It does, however, in no way indicate the nature of the 
exegesis. There is nothing of the mystical in it. It is governed 
by rules and based on principles of a kind placing it in the 
domain of logical hermeneutics. 

The general underlying principle in the exegesis of T. 
Jonathan consists in an attempt to render intelligible to the 
fullest possible degree that which is obscure. To accomplish 
this the targumist does not resort to the undcrsense. It is the 
sense, the explicit and simple, which is fundamental in the exege- 



1) Meg. 3a; Yerushalmi 1, 10. 
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sis. The object of the targumist was to translate the poetical mind 
of the Prophet into the lay-mind behind it. In other words, to 
the targumist the implication rather than the surface literalness 
of the passage or word involved is of chief consideration. It 
is, on the one hand, a desire to correctly understand the 
prophet,2> and on the other hand, to make the author intcl' 
ligible to others.* > Passages which are untouched by the exegesis 
of the targumist, the reason is to be sought in the assumption 
that the passage in question was not obscure to the generation 
of the targumist. In determining the general nature of the 
exegesis of this Targum a few saUent points call for recording 
at the outset. In the first place, the targumist in no way dis^ 
misses any passage or word unrendered due to its embarrassing 
natiu-e as is frequently the case in the Lxx and P. Whether 
or not the targumist is assured of having found a plausible 
escape or is resorting to some hopelessly obscure paraphrase, 
he is not evading it. On the other hand, it should be noticed 
that the T. appears entirely unaffected in his translation. He 
is not preoccupied with any particular thought, or hypothetical 
idea, *'which assumes a connection in the train of thought 
which does not appear on the surface'', as was the case with 
the Agada, Philo and the Church Fathers.* > The aim he set 
for himself was translation; nothing beyond it. The targumist 
is inclined, however, in certain cases to parallelism of circum' 
stances, as is the case with the Agada. 

One thing, however, stands forth as peculiarly remarkable. 
It would appear the targumist had little regard for the his^ 
torical rcaUty of the prediction. With few exceptions he 
manifests no interest in the particular historical period or 
event of the prophecy. There is a strong inclination on 
the part of the targumist to shift the predicted reaUty to the 
Messianic age whenever the contents admit of such a presenta* 
tion. He is this way interpreting the prophecies of "consola* 



2) Com. Schcleicrmachcr, Hermenudk, etc. (cd. 1838), p. 3. 

3) Immcr, Hermcnenuk (cd. 1877), p. 10. 

4) The case with the Agada needs no illustration. It constitutes 
one of its fundamenul bases (com. paiticularly Maimonides preface to 
Seder Zerai*m end 2nd part). As to the Apostles, com. Epistle of James 
2:21; Rom. 10:17. 
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tion" which his age of national depression and political dc' 
jcction would hardly regard as already accomplished.^ > 
In addition, there is the poetical side of the prophecy, its 
overflowing richness of expression and exuberance of color in 
portrayal which are not susceptible of realization, but which 
were, in the belief of the people, unaware of this fact, to be 
inevitably translated into reality. Hence the tendency to 
interpret the glowing description of the "consolation" in 
Messianic terms. •> The Messianic tone is made audible 
also in the prominence given in his exegesis to the 
"righteous ones'\ In a good many instances no other reason 
except to give Messianic sense to a phrase, is evident.*'' > But 
of significance is also the introduction of the wicked side by 
side with the righteous. In this way the Messianic 
description is complete. The Messianic epoch, as is generally 
known, is in its final form rather religious and individual than 
political, national. The righteous and the wicked, not the na^ 
tion and nations, are the object of its justice. Finally, the 
Messianic tendency has found its expression in the targumist 
references to Gehenna. In the chapter on "General Peculiarities'* 
it will be pointed out that the Gehenna referred to by this Tar* 
gum is the Messianic doom. 

The major principles of the exegesis of the Targum can 
be placed under four headings; namely, the allegorical, the 
metaphorical, the complement and the lexical. The allegorical 
shall be considered first. 

The allegorical method was employed in the Agada and 
by Philo, and to a larger extent by the Apostles and latter 
Church Fathers.® > But it is to be noticed Aat the targumist 



5) Com. Am. 9:1; 2e. 11:7'11, particularly v. 10. On the other 
hand. com. Ze. 6:5 — the '*four kingdoms" are not called by name. 

6) Com. Is. Ch. 9. 11. 12. 6-5; Jer. 23:3-9; Hoi. 6:1-4; 14:lf, 
etc. 

7) Com. Is. 24:19-18; 25:4-5 ; Ch. 32; 33:13; Jer. 23:28; Hab. 
2:4; 3:2, etc. 

8) The two former need no illustration. With regard to the N. T.. 
Jesus himself was addicted to it (Com. Mat. 21:42, Luk. 4:16-22). With 
regard to Heb. Ch. 8, Riehm (Lehrb. p. 204, ed 1867) remarks: 'The 
author leaves out of consideration the historical meaning of Old Testa- 
ment passages.*^ 
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confines the application of this method to passages which garb 
an imphcation. Whether or not he strikes the right point 
he is distinctly approaching it. He is making no strange and 
artificial combinations. In most cases his exposition falls in 
line with the Agadic interpreUtion. 

The larger portions treated allegorically by the T. are 
Ez. 16, Hos. 1:2, 5, 6, 8; 3, 1-4. Ch. 16 in Ez. is turned by 
the T. into a reahearsal of the History of Israel: "\ . , your 
habitation and your birth was in the land of the Canaanites, 
there I was revealed to your father Abraham between the 
pieces (Gen. 15:9- 18) and I announced to him that you shall 
descend into Egypt, (and that) I (shall) deliver you with an 
uplifted arm, and on account of your ansectors I (will) expell 
from before you the Amorites and destroy the Hitites. And 
then your ancestors descended into Egypt, inhabitants in a 
land which is not theirs, enslaved and oppressed. . . . The eye 
of Pharaoh did not pity you, to render unto you one generous 
act, to give you respite from your bondage, to have mercy on 
you, and he decreed concerning you ruinous decrees to throw 
your male children in the river to destroy you, while you were 
in Egypt. And the rememberance of the covenant of your 
ancestors came before me and I was revealed to deliver you, 
for it was divulged before me that you were oppressed in your 
bondage, and I said unto you by the blood of circumcision I 
will pity you, and I said unto you on account of the blood of 
the Passover (sacrifice) I will redeem you. And I was re^ 
vealed unto Moses in the bush, for you, and I put oflF your 
sins and swore to deliver you as I swore to your ancestors, 
in order that you shall be a people serving before me. And 
I delivered you from the bondage of the Egyptians. And I 
lead you (forth) in freedom. And I clothed you with painted 
garments from the riches of your enemies (Exod. 14:21) 
and I sanctified priests from your midst to serve before me. . . 
And I reformed you in the reform of the words of the Law 
written on two ublets of stone and (which) I gave them 
through Moses. And I gSLve in your midst the Ark of My 
covenant and the cloud of My Glory on you and an Angel 
sent from before Me leads at your head. And I gave My 
Tabernacle in your midst fitted out with gold . . . and you be- 
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came very rich and very powerful and you prospered and ruled 
over all kingdoms.'" 

Whether this exposition is right is open to question. The 
portion beginning with v. 7 may refer to the Kingdom of 
Solomon as well. But that it was allegorically framed is evi- 
dent^ and the T. only follows the current interpretation trace' 
able in the Agada.®> On the other hand, it should be noticed, 
the targumist asserts the dependence of his exposition on 
the text. On the whole, however, it runs like a Midrashic 
treatise. The phraseology is free in the use of parenthetical 
phrases and synonyms.i®> The textual form is paid little 
heed.ii) 

Hosea, 1:2'5, 8; 3:1'4, comprising the command of God 
and the action on the part of Hosea to take to himself '"a 
wife of whoredom", are interpreted in the T. allegorically. 
Accordingly, the rendering is put in this way: "Go and prophesy 
on the inhabitants of the city of the idols who increase in 
sin (v. 2). And he went and prophesied to them that if they 
repent they will be pardoned, and if not they will fall Uke 
the falling of the leaves of a fig tree (D^?3n T)2 noa) and they 
increased and committed evil deeds (w. 3, 6, 8) and their 
generation, exiled among the peoples, were not acceptable 
(PD^ni) in their deeds. And God spoke to me again: Go 
and prophesy on Israel who resmble a woman who is beloved 
of her husband and betrays him (3:1). And I redeemed them 
on the fifteenth of Nisan, and I put the Shekel as atonement 



9) The interpreution of the T. as a whole is in full agreement 
with the Agada. It is generally accepted that this passage refers to the 
deliverance from Egypt (com. Sota lib). V. 6, which the targumist 
refers the repeated i^n *]^d3 ^^ ^^^ blood of circumcision and Passover, 
is so interpreted in Seder Eliahu r. 25 (p. 138 F.); Mechilu 21,5; 
Pesiqta r, 15 F. (Com. Note 46). On the other hand, the interpreution 
of V. 10 as referring to the booty of the drowned Pharaoh is applied 
by the Agada to v. 7 (Mechilu), while v. 10 is interpreted as referring 
to the priestly garments and to the Mishkan (com. Jalqut 1. c). To the 
latter the T. refers v. 13, while it agrees with the former. In the in* 
terpreUtion of v. 11 the T. is in accord with the Agadaist (ibid). 

10) Com. particularly w. 4, 7. 

11) Com. w. 4. 5, 6. 10. 
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for themselves and I said that they shall bring before Me the 
Omer of the oflFering from the produce of barley/' (v. 3).i2> 

The allegorization in this case is somewhat peculiar. 
The text requires the literal conception of the act which, in 
its fulfilment, carries both the situation and reality of the 
prediction. It was taken in the literal sense by the Agada.i*> 
That some agadist, however, would have it allegorically in' 
terpreted and that the T. is following his interpretation is fairly 
certain.^* > The reason, however, for the exposition can only 
be the horror the targumist must have felt at the supposition 
that the prophet would be told by God to take a harlot to 
wife. The absence of such a cause is probably the reason why 
2^ch. 6:1 '9 is rendered literally. 

The Servant of God is by the T. identified with the Mes' 
siah, whose approaching appearance has been expected by 
his contemporaries. That being the case, the allegorization 
on the same lines of Is. 53 must follow as a self evident result. 
This had been the case with all those adhering to the allegoriza' 
.tion of the Servant of God. But the targumist is strikingly 



12) Com. Chull 92b: ''And I bought her for mc for fifteen pieces 
of silver'', R. Jonathan said: .. .for fifteen (means) this is the fifteen 
Nissan, whch Israel was redeemed from Egypt." So Pesiqta 15. On the 
other hand, the latter part of the verse is interpreted differently (ibid). 

13) Com. note 18. Com. Pesiqu on 3:3: H^ : 101K H»in 'l H»:n 

.onrw D»n^H t^ iiw nb w^nb i»nn Hb^ :^ob nryn k^ «3Tn 
Com. P'sachim 87a end. "The Holy One Blessed Be He said to Hosea: 
Thy children sinned', and he should have said: 'They are Thy chiuldren, 
the children of Thy favored ones, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, show Thy 
mercy to them'. Not only did he not say so, but said, ^exchange them 
for another people'. Said the Holy One, Blessed Be He: 'What shall 
I do to this aged one? I'll say to him: Go and take for yourself a 
harlot and have for you harlot children, and then I'll say to him, send 
her away from your presence; if he can send (her away), I also will send 
away Israel. For it is said: and the Lord said to Hosea, etc." The Agada 
goes on to tell that after two sons were bom to him God intimated to 
him that it would be proper for him to divorce her. Upon which Hosea 
refused to comply and God then said to him: "If this be the case with 
your wife, being a harlot, and thy children being children of whoredom, 
and you know not whether they are yours or belong to others, how 
should it be with Israel,'* etc. 

14) Com. Jalqut 1. c. 
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singular. Assured that this prediction is about the Messiah, 
the targumist reverses the simple meaning of the words, trans' 
forming the gloomy portraiture of the Messiah into an image 
of magnificence and splendor, unlike the Agadist contemporaries, 
who would rather play thoughtfully on the humbleness and 
su'fferings of the Messiah.^*) He was influenced by the great 
national movements of his time, which assumed a Messianic 
character. So, while he would, seemingly with this end in view, 
change in 52:14 the p. only as if Israel and not the Messiah 
is the object, he actually rewrites ch. 53, replacing it by one 
bearing no resemblance to the original. 

Instead of the Messiah being regarded as of no form, no 
comeliness, of no beauty (v. 2), he becomes one of extra' 
ordinary appearance, diflFering from the appearance of the 
former Davidic Kings, his terror unlike that of the profane 
king; for his countenance will be a holy countenance. Who' 
ever will see him will gaze at him (v. 3). Describing how 
he was despised, rejected and a man of sorrow, he makes it 
refer to the kingdoms whose glories will be destroyed by the 
Messiah. So, the rendering of the T. runs: *Tor our sins he 
will supplicate and our transgressions will be pardoned on 
account of him. We are considered stricken and oppressed 
from before the Lord.'' Note the rendering of v. 5: "And 
he will build the Temple, which was desecrated through our 
sins, delivered to the enemies for our transgressions, and 
through his teaching peace will abound for us, and by our 
gathering of his words our sins will be forgiven to us.'' In 
this spirit the rendering is carried on to the end of the chapter. 

THE METAPHOR 

Prophecy is clothed in the magnificent form of poetry. 
It directs its thoughts in a superfluity of imagery. The over- 
coming force with which the prophet perceived his vision and 
the vehemence with which, *'Uke a fire," it is impelled to come 
forth, make the metaphor the instrumentaUty of prophetical 



15) Com. San. 98a, Pesiqta Rabad 36. 
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speech. It is addressed in terms of nature and natural phenomena, 
leaving the emphatic to the layman to unveil and distinguish. 
The targumist made it a principle to render not the metaphor 
but what it represents, the event described and not the descrip' 
tion. It is the purpose which is of chief import to him. In 
a way this is with him rather a principle of translation, as in 
most cases there can be no claim to exegetical examination. 

The parabolic metaphor is the prophetic parable which 

resolves itself less in event than in metaphorical presentation. 

The T. instead of giving the literal rendering of such a parable 

renders its underpoedcal parallel, thus stripping it of its para^ 

bolic nature. 

• 
Except for the substitution of the simple for the meta^ 

phorical, the T., as a rule, in these cases keeps closely to the 

text stylistically as well as grammatically and synthetically. 

Exceptions to this rule are Is. 5: 1*3; 5'7. The substitute is 

the one made obvious by the text, with the exception, again, 

of the parable in Is. 5, where somewhat far'fetched substitutes 

arc used. Otherwise the T. will introduce its equivalent by 

the short phrase hq-j nim "which is equal"', and insert, where 

such is required for better understanding, a complementary 

word or phrase. 

A few verses of each case of the parabolic metaphor will 
sufficiently illustrate the appUcation of this principle. This 
will best be accomplished by placing the rendering of the T. 
side by side with the original. 

Ez. 19:3, 6 
V. 3 



And she brought up one of 
her children, he became a 
king, and he learned to kill, 
killing, men he killed. 



H. 

And she brought up one of 
her whelps, he became a 
yoimg lion, and he learned 
to catch the prey, he de* 
voured men. 
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V. 6 



T. 
And he went up and down 
among the kings, he became 
a king and he learned to 
kill, killing, men he killed. 



H. 
And he went up and down 
among the lions, he became 
a young lion; and he learned 
to catch the prey; he de* 
voured men. 



Ez. 23:2, 5 
V. 2 



Son of man prophesy on two 
cities which are like two 
women who were the 
daughers of one mother. 



Son of man, there were two 
women, the daughters of one 
mother. 



V. 5 



And Ohlah erred from my 
worship and she was wil' 
ful to err after her lovers, 
the Assyrians, her near ones. 



And Ohlah played the har^ 
lot when she was mine, and 
she doted on her Jovers, on 
the Assyrian warriors. 



Ez. 3 1:3' IT, however, is rendered by the T. in a more 
detached manner. This is due to the fact that while it con* 
stitutes a similitude it is framed as a comparative metaphor. 
Assyria is here likened to a cedar in Lebanon, around which 
turns the entire description. The T., translating it as a descrip' 
tion of the greatness and strength of Assyria according to 
the implication, had to change the p. as well as the number. 
Otherwise it keeps the rendering in line with the original. 

The poetical metaphor, forms of expression given in ob^ 
jects of nature, is treated in the same manner by the T., name" 
ly, the object represented by the description is rendered. In 
this case also closeness to the original is observed, while a 
drctmiscription of phraseology is predominantly maintained. 
But, as if it were a concession on the targumist's part to the 
poetical element in prophecy, the insertion, "it is equal'\ 
"like", is, with few exceptions, not employed in such cases. Ex' 
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amples of this sort are: Is. 2:13: "'And upon all the cedars of 
Lebanon that are high and lifted up, and upon all the oaks 
of Bashan/' The T. renders it: ''And upon all the princes 
(K^n"in"i) of the strong and powerful and upon all the tyrants 
(^illD) of the lands (xni^TD); or Is. 9:9: *The bricks are fallen, 
but we will build with hewn stones; the sycamores are cut 
down, but cedars will be put in their place." T.: 'The chiefs 
were exiled but better ones we will appoint, property (k^dS^) 
was spoiled, and more excellent we will buy." Other examples 
of this sort are: Is. 10:18, 19; Ez. 9:4, 5; Hos. 7:9; Joel 2:25 
etc. Finally, the targumist is not consistent in the selection 
of the substitute figures. (Com. D^yn Jer. 2:8; Ze. 11:3 ren- 
dered by KO^ , while in Ez, 34:2, 5, 7 etc., it is rendered by 
K^DilB (D^vy Ez. 24:5 and 24:10). The rendering of the T 
of the comparative metaphor, i. e., the metaphor employed 
expressly for comparison, rests on the same basis, but it i» 
effected in a different way, namely, both the Uteral and the 
impUed rendering of the metaphor in question is given. An 
illustration of this sort of rendering is Is. 28:2: ''Behold, the 
Lord hath a mighty and strong one. As a storm of hail, a tem- 
pest of destruction. As a storm of mighty waters overflowing, that 
casteth down to the earth with violence," which the T. ren* 
ders: "There is a mighty and powerful stroke coming from 
the Lord as a storm of hail, as a tempest, as a storm of mighty 
waters overflowing so will peoples come upon them and will 
exile them in another land for their sins." Other examples are 
Is. 8:6, 7; 17:6; Jer. 2:24. In this particular instance the T. 
instroduces the necessary complement which the poetical Ian- 
guage impUes. 

In other cases the T. assumes a comparative metaphor and 
renders it accordingly, the Uteral is then put after the implied 
one and the comparative \y^ or 3 is inserted. Insunces of 
this sort are numerous. Com. Ez. 2:6; Hos. 8:7; 10:71, 16; 
12:2 etc.i«> 



16) As to the scope of the application of the metaphorical prin* 
die it should be noticed that although applied in fuU measure of per' 
sistency, it still has a multitude of exceptions. These ezcetions occur 
particularly in those parts of the Prophets where the T. is predominantly 
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The symbolic expression is rendered in the T. in its simple 
sense, as the text would indicate. No comparative ia employed. 
Instances of this sort are Is. 6:6; Ez. 2:8; 3:1, 2, 3. Some meta^ 
phorical expressions are rendered allegorically by the T., in 
which the T. is following a Midrashic course. The rendering 
is free in every respect. An instructive example of this sort 
is Am. 4:14: 'That maketh the morning darkness and treadeth 
upon the high places of the earth.'' Targmn: 'To set light 
to the pious like the light of the morning, which is setting, 
to bring darkness to the wicked, to break the wicked of the 
land." Other examples arc Is. 42:11, 57:16; Am. 8:13. 

A principle extensively applied in the T. is one that may be 
described as the exegetical complement. This, in the first place, was 
intended to fill the gaps created by the poetical contraction of 
the prophetical style. In some cases a complement is dictated 
by the sense of the passage. This will be fairly well demon' 
strated by the following passages: 

Mai. 1:4: "Whereas Edom saith we are impoverished but 
we will return and build." The sense of this passage requires 
Bome linking word between "impoverished" and the rest, as 
being impoverished, it is impossible to build. In order to fill 
this gap, the T. renders it this way: "We are impoverished 
now wc arc enriched we will return," etc. 

Jer. 17:4^n5^^ 131 nnootS^I the shortcomings of this pas' 
sage need not be pointed out. (Com. Lxx and particularly P. 
on this v.). The T. supplies both ini and in5n:o with com' 
plements to fill the gap, rendering: "And to you I shall render 
a punishment of judgment until I shall exile you from your in- 
hcritancc." Com. also Is. 10:15; Hos. 2:15; Ez. 7:13; 16:29; 
38:14 etc. In other cases the passage is supplemented by the 
T. with a view to simplify it where such a step is considered 
necessary. Here are some examples: Ez. 20:29: "What is the 
high place whcreunto ye go," which is supplemented in the 
T.: "whereunto ye go to make yourself foolish" (worshipping 
the idol). Hos. 2:1: *The number of the children of Israel 



Uteral. Ck)m. Jer. 51:13; Ea. 34:4; Joel 2:2. 3; 3-6; Am. 3:12. 15; 
5:19; Mi. 4:7. and a few others. 
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shall be as the sand of the sea." The T. inserting a complement 
renders it: *'Shall be numerous as the sand," etc. Other cases of 
this category are: Ez. 20:9; 33:24; 44:19; Hos. 2:11, 16; 8:1 
etc. The T. again is inclined to provide the substantive for 
the pronoun in cases where it is not sufficiently obvious. Three 
passages from Ez. will serve the purpose of illustration. Ez. 
1:4: '*And out of the midst thereof." This pronoun the 
T. substitutes by the noun rendering: "And out of the midst 
of the cloud and out of the midst of the whirlwind" (both of 
which are mentioned in the v.). Ibid v. 13: *'It went up and 
down" etc. The T. replaces the "it" by the fire. Ibid. 29:5: 
''Upon the field shall it (uking the 3rd p.) fall." Targum: 'Thy 
corpse shall be thrown." (Com. also Ez. 45:8; Jer. 6:l.)i''> 

Repetition of the same word or of identical words, con* 
sidered as one of the principles governing the exegesis of Philo,i®> 
affords the targumist a cause for introducing an exegetical 
complement, thus transforming the single word into a clause. 
The obvious reason for this, it would appear, is the disregard 
of the targumist of the poetical chord of prophecy so persistently 
insisted upon by the T. in each exegetical turn. He was un* 
able to resist the conviction, so effective with the Halaka and 
Agada, that each of the repeated words must possess independent 
significance and carry independent implication. However, he is 
not explaining it but complementing the repeated word, heading, 
as a rule, the clause. Here are a few illustrations: Is. 6:3: "Holy, 
holy, holy is the Lord of Hosts." Targum: "Holy (is He) in 
the high lofty heavens, the house of His Shekina; holy on the 
earth the work of His strength; holy in the world of worlds." 
Jer. 7:4: 'The temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord, 
the temple of the Lord are these." Targum: "Before the temple 



17) An interesting case presents Is. 28:10. The complement is 
supplied in an ingenious way to obviate the difficulty in this verse. The 
rendering runs: *Tor they were commanded to observe the Law and 
they were commanded (to do) they wanted not to do, and prophets 
prophesied to them . . . and the words of the prophets they did not 
accept." Observe: i»^ is treated thus is H^ and so with 1p^ , 

18) Com. Siegfried, Philo, etc., p. 168, put by Briggs (Biblical 
Study, p. 306) in group II. 



Digitized by 



Google 



90 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

of the Lord yc worship, before the temple of the Lord ye sacri' 
fice, before the temple of the Lord you bow three times through 
the year/' Com. Is. 2:19; Jer. 22:29; Ez. 16:23; 21:14; 
36:3. As to identical words, com. Is. 1:2; 33:22; 43:12. 

Finally it should be noticed, that though the principle pointed 
out in the foregoing instances is Midrashic in nature, the com^ 
plement is simple, concise, and in considerable measure keeping 
within the boundaries of the text. 

On one plane with the metaphorical principle rests the 
lexical. This principle affects singular words or expressions 
which, though not metaphorical, bear a poetical stamp, and in 
reality convey more or less the idea of the meaning than the 
meaning itself. Such words or expressions, instead of rendering 
them according \q their surface meaning, the targumist takes 
them by their underlying value as suggested by the text. In' 
stances of single verbal words: Ez. 12:13: ''And I shall bring 
him in Babel." Targum: "I shall exile him'' etc. So also v. 16; 
36:20 etc. ibid. 23:10: "they took", Targum: "they captured"; 
Hos. 4:3: 'Therefore doth the land mourn." Targum: "There* 
fore shall the land be laid waste". Ibid. 13:5: "I did know thee 
in the wilderness'' — "I supplied your needs in the wilderness." 
Instances of nouns: "And I will appoint over them four families" 

— "four calamitious afflictions." In Mi. 2:3: "On this family" 

— "generation; Ez. 24:8: "I gave her blood" — "I revealeth 
their transgressions"; ibid. 21:37: "they bk)od" etc. — "the 
sin of your murder." Ez. 34:2: "Prophesy on the shepherds of 
Israel" — "on the leaders (K'^DilB) of Israel." Instances of ex' 
pressions: "And they shall do with thee in hatred" — "and 
shall revenge from thee" etc. Ez. 16:16: "not coming and not 
being (so)" — "not as required nor proper; Ez. 13:17 etc.: 
''put thy face" — "accept prophecy". Examples of all categories 
are numerous. 

In drawing a comparison between this Targum and 
Onk., as well as other translations with respect to the exege^ 
ical principles, it will appear that Onk. pursues the same prin* 
ciples. This point was well elucidated by Luzzato in Oheb. 
Ger. 31. As regards the other translations, some exceptions must 
be made. The allegorical principle as well as the metaphirocal. 
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as applied by the Targiun, are to be found neither in the Lxx 
nor in P. On the other hand, the principle of the exegetical 
complement is followed by the Lxx in Pentateuch ^®> and in a 
lesser degree also by the P. Illustrations are: Gen. 25:22: "And 
she said: 'If it be so, wherefore am F," which the Lxx render: 
el oStcog ^oi ^iXXei ylvEodai etc. Gen. 40:16: *'in my dream'' 
xdyd) Wrv iv&iviov 

In the Prophets this is evident to a lesser degree. It found, 
however, application in this part also. Com. ILcch. 14:7: "And 
there shall be one day which shall be known'' etc. Lxx tafhx 
jilav f| ^lA^Qav xal ^^^Qa ixeivri Yevc<rrf| etc. So. P. Com. also 
P. Hos. 2:11 (8). 

The lexical principle also was pursued to some extent by 
the Lxx, and in a lesser degree by P. Com. Gen. 13:2: "And 
Abram was very heavy." 'ApQd|A ok tv Jtkmaioq So P. 15:2 
i-j>iy dt^Kvog . So. P. (Onk. agreenig in both instances). 
But com. Lxx T. Jer. 22:30, 49:3: ^^k n^B'KI — dpxn i^xvcov 
(P. lit. Onk. Alleg.) v. 10: — ^^^^ dgxiov (P. lit. Onk. 
Alleg.) etc. Is. 8:4 ^i3Dn Lxx ly vi\ ijiij 7c6kBi 

Apart from these major principles there ia an element of 
commentary in the exegesis of Jonathan. At the first glance it be* 
comes clear, that the tendency of this commentary is merely to 
explain away the harassing difficulty. No heed is exhibited to 
the text, no effort to fit it into the phraseology of the respective 
passages. So Mi. 2:8: ^.nnicJ >Dy JionKl — "My people is 
delivered because of their sins; because of them existing peoples 
will inherit them." Compare also Is. 10:32, 32:19, 33:6; Jer. 
4:9; Hos. 10:11; Mi. 2:11; Hab. 3:2; Mai. 1:11. But whUethis 
sort of commentary is somewhat of the nature of a homily, there 
is another phase of the exegesis resting on definite principles. 
The T. usually changes the interrogative into the categorical. 
This happens particularly with such interrogative phrases which, 
in the first place, imply a definite answer, and, in the second 
place, the impUed answer is not given in any form. It should 
be observed that the Lxx in Pentateuch also employs such a 



19) A most eluddadve treatment on these points in the Lxx is 
found in Z. Frankel's "Ober den Einfluss" etc. See partiailarly pp. 
4, 9. 73. 
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dcvicc.*®> The following arc examples: Is. 66:9: "Shall I 
bring to birth and cause to bring forth? Shall I that cause to 
bring shut the whomb?" Targum: "I (am) the God who created 
the world from the beginning. I created all men and I spread 
among the people. I shall gather thy exile." Jer. 18:14: "Doth 
the snow of the Lebanon fail from the rock of the field? Or 
are the strange cold flowing waters plucked up?'' Targum: "Be* 
hold, as it is impossible that the water snow running down 
the fields of Lebanon shall cease, so will not cease rain coming 
down and welUng water from the source.'' Compare also Ob. 
1:12, 15. Another interesting characteristic device of the com' 
mentary is the turning of one part of the verse into a compk' 
ment of the other part. Some examples will well illustrate this 
point. Is. 5:20: "Woe unto them that call evil good and good 
evil, that change darkness into Ught and Ught into darkness, 
that change bitter into sweet and sweet into bitter." Targum: 
'*Woe who say to the wicked ye are good, and unto the humble 
be said you are wicked, behold when Ught will come to the 
just will be dark for the wicked, and sweet will be the words 
of my Torah to those observing them, and bitterness will come 
to the wicked." Am. 5:12: 'Te that afflict the just, that take 
a ransom." Targum: "Ye that afflict that just in order to take 
mamon of falsehood." Compare also Ze. ll:8.*i> 



20) Com. Gen. 18;7; 27:36. Com. 2. Frankel, Vorstudicn, p. 171. 
Obcr den Einfluss, 76. 

21) The T. turns a comparative phrase into a resultant, treating 

OKag ]3 . So Jerem. 22:28. Here the T. follows another principle, 

namely, turning one phrase of the v. into a comparative to the pre* 

ceding one. Com. Is. 8:2, in which case an Agadic interpretation U iw 

volved (Mak. 24a); 42:2. 
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U. 

The interpretative rendering of single words or phrases 
is of a positive value. The interpretation is characteristic of 
the early Palestinian exegesis. With Uttlc exception, they are 
found in the Agada. 

Joshua 7:1 Jyo Jkik'^ >in l^yoo Targum jKnt5^> ^^n npicn 
.npt5^ So Sifri Num. 7: nJ^yo pK (n^ ,n imon) 5yo n n^yoi 

Onkelos 1. c. and v. 6 has a similar rendering. 

Joshua 10:13 (also 28 1:18) iK'^n "IDD Targum KIDD 
Kn^niKI . Com. Aboda Zara 25b. Also Y. Sota 1, 18. 

jipyM pnv> omnK idd nr K3k nn K>>n i^k nir^n idd ^ko 

Judges 5:10 niinv niinx ^M1 Targum pn^poy pJono iim 
md5 pnnnnoi Jme^n KriK Dinn 5an paJnoi ...unK 5y pnoi 
^.lon 5y 
So Erubin 54b n^yj n^yo pa^TOK' D^DDH n^D^n i5k nunn ^aan 

•min noW njno5 n^nooi 

ib. 5:31 imujin K'DK'n nxvD rnniti Targum pn^ ^niomi 
nnp^ iinnD Kinrit^ pi^ny . Com. Sifri Deut. 145 o^ots^n ^oo 
TiKVD rnniKi idik Kin pi ,Dra o^pnv 5b^ on^^D rn^c' r'^Hn 5y 

1 Sam. 1:1 D'^DIV D^noin |D Targum K'^xn: n^oJno . So 
Meg. Ha.jiriK'^j on^ iKainiJT d^div D^nwDo nnn d^dw D^ronn id 
The Targum assumed D^nonn to be in const. Oate while D^DIV 

as a descriptive noun as did P. Com. Lxx. 

So is the Targum to IS 9:15 nw nnn — '♦n K^nj nm Kynitn . 

ib. '♦mDK Targum nnDK n^m KniD3 K^Knip3 p5in . 
siders EU to have belonged to the Levites (1 Chronicles 6:18). 
(So R. Jochanan Jalqut 1. c). The nnp ^^2 ^^^ given a pof 
tion on the Mountain of Ephraim (Josh. 21:21). The Targum 
in other cases (Judg. 12:5, IK 11:26) merely transcribes it. 
Com., however, Berachoth 31b. 

IS 6:19 tr''K n^K D^ron B'^K D^ync' Dyn y^ Targum ^^^op) 
inn: pd5k ptron K5np3i Kin: pynr iwy ^non . Thus the dis- 
crepancy in the number is eliminated. This interpretation agrees 
with Y. San. 2, 4 tr^K D^yntr Dy3 y^ idk ini ,wd 'ii nvm 'n 
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nKH nyo ti?K D^K^oni ,imniD n and .n m^JK mo (pp. 58, 59, 
Fricdmann),DnDy n?n:i mn^Di ti5K D^K^n ^kik^^d ^d: 13^d5. 

ib. 12:11 113 nKi ?y3n^ riK 'n n^K^n Targum pjrots^ nn. 
So Y. Rosh Hashana 2, 8; Babli 25a. Com. P. 

ib. 13:113^3 JWK' HiK' 13 Targum P3in n^3 n^^T HiB' 133 
n?D 13 JlKB' 13 Y. Bikkurim 3, 3. kJb' HiC^ |33 Win 3"! lOK 

Kon Dyo DyD . Joma 22b n^K^ p pu^n3 vnuiiy 53 i^hdjk^ k^k . 

ib. 15:17 nnK 5Knt5^> >D3t5^ B'KI Targum KD3t5^ ni3T 013 
K0^3 n3yD5 iy3 n i5 Kon: iuk PD^:3T . Com. Sota 36b on 
Ps. 68:28 D^DSB^H VH D^T 5y JKIK^^ noytS^ nye'3 "1D1K I^KO '"1 H^H 

n5nn tik ^jk noiK nn n5nn tik >:k idik nr nt nw nr pnvi3 

Also Tanchuma tS^iM 8 on the same verse. 

ib 19:13, 16 onyn "l^D3 HKI Targum .inw nn Com. 
Schochar Tob as cited in the Jalqut 1. c. D^Dnnn riK KV1D Kini 

.ony Jb' tD^3yn nwi nsinn Com. Kimchi 1. c. 

ib 19:18, 19 nVJ3 1355^^ Targum WD^IK n^33 So Zc- 
bachim 54b p3K^V VHB' k5k ? TOI 5VK p:y no ^31 n3n "IDK 

.Df'iy ^K^ VU3 ppDiy noi3 

ib. 23:18 n3 11SK KK'i fiJ^^K nt5^m D^^OB' Kinn DV3 noM 

Targum niDK b^3?d5 inK^3T in33 KB^oni pon Kinn kdv3 5dpi 
ri3T . This interpretation of the expression implying that all 
of them were high priests is followed in Y. San. 10, 2, Gem. 

D^5n:i D^jn3 ^itr v^KiKi pK n>^n 'i ^^n p k5 ..."^onKn awn 3dm 
D>5n:i D^in3 nvn? d^^ki d?i3 vnc^ to^ k^k nnK3, 

2S 1:19 ^KiBf^ ^3Vn Targum Jkib'^ pmnynK The T. 
identified it with the root, ^V^ . Com. Is. 21:5 Ps. Jon. Deut, 
29:9. Com. Schochar Tob 22, 19: 
D^n^K pnv^ n dk^3 ^:in n (k ,3"b D^^nn) ^k Tny3 3vj o^n^K 

nior) IDK nKT 103 DIO^D^K 3VJ D^n^K K^K |K3 3^X13 PK lOiy 

.nivn 5y n3v:i (k''3 X^ 

Both Onkelos and Ps. Jonathan render n3Vi1 by iny 

ib. 5:6 D^nOBni Dniyn Targum K>3^ni K^KDH Com. 

36 nty^K '-n ^pib : r^y n3iy wib' in n^nc' nn troj ^Ki^ts^ 

ib. 5:24 D^K33n ^K'Kn3 TMV^ 5lP HK iyOK'3 ^nM Targum 
.K^i^^K ^t5^n3 Knmv 5p n^ iyot5^>D3 NTM Com. Shochar tob 27, 2 
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HKnne' IV i5vK pmp rn dk i5^d« inn n> tDie^D? nie^n n^^ pK 
^B^Kia myv 5ip tik nyoK^n ^n^i idk:k^ pyjy^D ni:5>Kn ^k^ki 

D^ionn and with minor alterations in Pesiqta Rabati 8. 

ib. 6:20 D^pnn nnK niJjij ni5:ina Targum >5:noi y^5m 
The Targum interprets D^pn empty, naked. Com. Jalqut 1. c. 

Com. Y. Sukka 5. 14; San, 2, 4 r^V 1TOK ,D^pnn nnK )7]D 

Dn^D^o ?ii:k k?i npy k5 dhd hki: k5>k^ Jikk' n^n 5y, 

ib. 21:19 ^WH n>5a TlK ny^ p pn^K y) Targum 

•••B'^ 13 in 5tDpi So Jalqut 1. c. nn nt D^nw ny> p pn^K im 
.lyo 5ni n^nc' ^'^v'^ p ; ^k i^jne^ ^e^^ p 

ib. 23:1 D^innKfi nn nan n^Ki Targum »iid5 ^n^nm 

Knonn ^D^5 KD5>y . Com. Shochar Tob 18, 5 HT\^^ ^KIK'^ 13 

m^K' DnoiK u^D^n mnon n^c^ • 

ib. 23:4 ^^^ nnT> npn iw3i Targum n^nyn KK^DK^ai 
ny3K^ nin^jD Kn^ni pymn nno n?n nn 5y n'^ip'^ n^nta kih^k? 
.K^tD^ KnyaiS^ K^aaia The T. was apparently influenced in 
that by Is. 30:26 with minor changes. The Midrash also in' 
terprets it in a Messianic sense. Com. Midrash Shmuel 29, end: 
n^B'D 5k^ "ipn r]"2pn n^K^tj^a h^h ipn niK3i mo D^yiv uk r« 
K^K^n nnrn ; and in Pesachim 2a: py3 ntn D^iy3 npn niioi 
K3n D5>iy? D^pnv? B^IS^ nnnt • Com. R. Channel 1. c. 

ib. 23:7 iQiK'^ >nK^ 65^x31 n"»in ryi 5n3 k5>o^ ona y:"» b'"»ki 
nais^n Targum j^Dpni p5tk pninn mp^o5 ntron b^jk 5y >iki 
pnoni p^iitD ^yon p^3^ K^n K^ne c^nJ^a n>^ pern ny ^ni5y 
inpin^ KnpiriK? pn^ny Kne^na pn^K ^:h n>n pn^ni^yniB n>5 pn 
.KD5»y n> pD? pn k^diid 5y nno^ wan K^n n^3 nK5»:nKn 

In a like manner runs the interpretation in nm in^^K IID ,3 : 

•D^B'p Dm^ptni D^an oniitDpn k?k p d:^k Jkib'^ Jb^ D^yK^iB ^nic 

ib. 23:8 Dnuan niOB' n?K Targum ^im Kn33 nnoB' p^K 

.wn ^DIID 5y KnnK^D trn mna nn oy The interpreution of 

DnU3 as representing rather the learned who pronounce judg' 

ment, and not the warriors, is the favorite one in the Agada. 

Com. Moed KaUn 16b, Y. Mak. 6, 7 and Pesiqta r. 11. 
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ib. 24:15 nyiD T)V IV) IPnno Targum D^sjnon p^yo 
MTDD So Bcrakoth 62b nD^nc' nyK^ '?h\d^ noK nyio ny ^ko 
•inpnr nyc^ ny l^onn and in the name of R. Chiyya in 

Pcsiqta r. 11. 

IK 7:26 5>D^ nn d^d5k Targum .Kn^tDin pn^n d^dJk mn 
So Erubin 14b, Sifri Num. 42. 

3in3i (n ,T n"^m) ^o^ d^dJk ne^^K^ D^nn pnno idik thk nina 
D^D^K — i55n D^3inD ^iK' io"»^pn^ ivo ^^3^ n3 d^d5k now nnic 
.is^n^n D^D^K ne'^B' dhb^ n^n 

ib. 37 VT m^n Targum K^JVJ VT Com. Rosh Hashana 
11a, Y. Rosh Hashana 2, 8 D1KTD Kinn ?VT cnnn ^DJ 3^n3n 

ib. 8:2 D^Jfl^KH HTn Targum n^^ pPT «^P^nyi HHTn 
nwy^nK^ wm^ Kin lyni hkoip KHI^ . In the Talmud (Rosh 
Hashana Ua) R. Eliezer would interpret it to refer to the 
"Aboth". The T. is based on this interpretation. At the 
same time it intends to account for the change of the order 
of the months following Josephus (Ant. 1, 3, 3) that it was 
Moses who appointed that Nisan should be the first month 
for their festivals. Com. PS Jonathan Exod. 12:2. 

ib. 16:34 >jKn n^3 Targum >o>D n^n So P. Com. San. 
113a. 

2K 2:3 D^K3in ^^3 WV^I Targum K^>n: n^oJn. (So ib. 
5, 7, 15; 4:1, 38; 6:1). Com. Sifri Deut. 131: ^in IKV^I 1D1K1 

Dn^o5>n^ p^D k5>k rn Dnn^oJn B?ni vn D^«^3in ^^n ^3i o^K^a^n 

D^:3 D"»np 07)^ . 

ib. 12 ^3K ^nK Targum ^ni ^31 . Com. Sifri 1. c. DK^DI 
Kini n«"i yK^^^Ki nowK^ ,nK ''^1t> ann i3 D^^n omp Dn^o^nnc^ 
^3K ^DK PVi^ ; Moed Katan 26a, where this Targum is quoted. 

IS 1:23 d"»:id5b' >m Targum ^5 n^ny nnnn? in: inoiK 
•l^nn 1? D^K^Ki ^:nn k^o Com. Pesiqta n3^K : D^^ioJe' mm 

ib. 3:4 D>5l5yni Targum .KriB'^ni Probably according 
to Chaggiga 14a ^?yn ^in ^?yn i5>K npy^ na «n« m idk . 

IS 4:3 D^B^n^a D'^n5> 3in3n ^3 Targum iin^ n^n3i ^D 
•D^^K^n^ nonjn nn^ KO?y This interpretation in a Messianic 
sense agrees with San. 92b. 
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ib. 5:1 nn^^ n^n ma idi3^ nn nvti^ nn^? w hi^k^k 

|OK^ in I'lP^ Targum K013^ ^^nOT 5K1t5^^5 IVD H^naK^K K^n: 1DK 
.^oni DnnaKT n^jnt Com. Lamentation r. 2, 3 ni:iP nc^y 
.nn^J n^n Dia nowts^ Dmn« 5jr wip in andMcnachoth53a 

ib. 2 n 3Vn np^ d:i1 Targum ^nnio n«^ . So Y. Sukka 4, 16 

.pn^B' i5k n nvn np^ Dii nnron nr 3p> ^a^nn nt 5i3o Com. 
Sukka 49a nvn np> D31 nato nt laina ^30 lan enpon nt piits^ 
.rrf'tr i5k ia 

ib. 10 Dna ^Tov me^y ^a Targum lan^ k^ Kama nK 
.Kne^yo Com. Pcsiqu D'rav Kahana, — p«^V1D PKK' |iya 
.ne^y Dia 5t5^ nn^o nc^y na in^nne^yo 

ib. 17 Diaia D^K^aa lyii Targum |in^5y n^om Koa 
(from root nan). Com. Pcsachim 68a l"K ,Diaia D^B^aa ini 
.Da nanoa an id« h^di^ na h^b'Jd 

ib. 18 pyn OK^iD nn Targum m^i inav >tDno^ latWDT >i 
.pD^pm ly pDI I^TK K05 ^Jana pain Com. Suk. 52b, San. 99a 

non niDa5i Koia Jb^ Din? non nJnna nn nv^ >dk ^an 'k 

.>in 'WB' n5:yn nnya 

Also R. Akiba. Gen' r. 22, 2; Sifri Num. 112. 

ib. 6:1 niD T)2^1 Targum y^jnKI KTlB^a (2 Chronicles 
26:20). So Exod. r. 1, end. Jalqut 1. c. yntDVJK' k5k ?nm HO 01 
•noa aiB'n yniVOI Com. Ps. Jonathan, Exod. 2:23. 

ib. 2 r^n noa^ D^ne^ai r:D noa^ D^nts^a Targum pina 
nnno k?i n^nn: ^oao innai nn kJt ^niDK poatD, 

Com. Pirkc d. Eliczer, 4: 

— ris noa^ o^nc^ai ,niOK^n ^is ^o'>T ^'Ptt^ — r5>n noa^ D^ne^ai 
n:^aB^n ^^sa D^a^ k^is^. 

ib. 8:2 inan nnm tik d^^k: ony m^yxi Targum 
nnm n«n:a nwn^K^ nnoKi k^di5> n^ pio^no pn^no ^onp i^noKi 
la nnar nKUja nnn^K? nnom Knon: ?a p »ik ihk «m «:na 
.nwn^K^ n^ny kjk inoia^ 

This is exactly the interpretation of R. Akiba Makkoth 24b: 

^V)^ 1K1 n^an in^ ly^anis^ ira D^Je^n^^ p5iy rn nnx oye aits^ 
na5 in5 iDK pnvD yni pan in iJmnn D^K^npn ^K^np nno Kv^ts^ 
n^n K^K nnar 5vk nni« p:y no ^ai ^^ m^yxi a^nan pnvo >:k 
Da^^n la^ aina nnwa ,nni« J^k^ inxn^a nnar 5r in«ia: ainan 
.D^^K^n^ nninia ni:pn d^:pt ub^^ my aina nnara ,B^nnn irv 
.no^^pno nnat ^t5^ inmajtr ynn nniK ^b^ inKn: no^pn^B^ its^ay 
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ib. 9:4 trjnn |«D iiKD ^3 o Targum .v\tn2 iinnoo 53 nK 
The interpretation is based on the transposition of the two 
last letters of B^jnn . On the reading of the T. rests also the say. 
ing of R. Meir, Tos. Sota 3: DIKK^ montr piO IDIK n^K ^ni n^n 
.m3 IK1D n«D 53 ^3 1Dl5 TID^n l5 pTlID T11D Otherwise 
the inference is hardly expUcable. Apparently, the T. identified 
PKD with pKK' formed from the root m^2 This was apparently • 
the underlying reading of the rendering of the Lxx, while P. and 
I presume, also, Sym. read the same way and rendered it 
accordingly. 

ib. 10:16 B^K •np^3 Tp^ Tp^ 1133 nnni Targum ^jD ninni 
.pnp^^ IP^'D pmp^ The Targum interprets the phrase in the 
terms of the current Agada that, for the purpose of rendering 
the mircale of the destruction of the army of Senacherib more 
pronounced, God caused the bodies of his host to be burned 
within the raiments which were left intact. Com. the Syriac 
Apocalypse of Baruch 63, 8: **And at that time I burned their 
bodies within but their raiment and arms I preserved outwardly, 
in order that still more wdnderful deeds of the Mighty one 
might appear, and thereby His name might be spoken of through' 
out the whole earth.'' It was, it would seem, a current Agada. 
Com. Tanchuma,n: 21: D^J^K^n^? 3nnJD n^Vti^ nyfi5^3 D^yfi5^13 pJOl 

.Dnna3 iDie^: k5i dh^di:! idik^: loy vniJ^^n 5>3i Also Lekach' 
Tob, Noach 9, 23. Com. Shab. 113b (and Rashi 1. c), San. 94a 

n^:Ko5 n^5 '^^p pnv 'm xn o k^dd ni33 k5i nn3 nnn i:nv i^k* 
/nnsso Com. Tos. San. 52a. DniK 

ib. 13:12 I^DIK Dn3D DIKI TBD ^^^H n^Pl« Targum 33nK 
.Knni« n3yi K3mp >5m Com. also 32:2. In all other cases 
the rendering of these two words is Uteral. Here the translation 
was influenced by the Messianic nature which the targumist 
assumes for this prophecy. The T. takes DIK to imply the 
observer of the law following R. Jeremiah (Sifra Lev. 18, 5): 
minn r\H nK^iyi ns: i^^dk idik nnn p^:d idik n^on^ 'i n'^n 
.Dn3 ^ni DTKH Dni« nw^ ik^k "ioi5 iioJn ^n:i |n33 Kin nn 

ib. 13:21 DK' npl^ Dn^yn Targum pn^tJ^ . Com. Sifri, 
Deut. 218: DB' MP^"* Dn^yn noWK^ 16r k5>K l^yK' PKl; Lev. r. 5, 1 

.DK' npi^ on^yc'i Ko^m nD3 Kne^ pJ^ic pnpi^ on^M 

ib. 17:11 ^iK^ae^n lytD: Dr3 Targum pnKnpnm "inK3 
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•PDnniP nn^Jp pn OV nno? The targumist evidently took 
^iK'irn as based on the noun vo, dross (Isaiah 1:25). Com. 
Lev. r. 18, 3. K^Toa n^iDB DH^trp Djr5 >5 oariK >njroiBf orn 

ib. 19:25 5irur> ^nJn^i niB'K n^ niryoi onvo ^oy inn 
Targum pnn> ^n^^iK ^Dip nm 5jn onvoo n^pum ^dp inn 
Jkib'^ ^nionKi ^oy ppno um nni iiriK? . The targumist 
would not accept the literal and obvious meaning of this 
verse placing the Egyptians and Assyrians on one footing with 
Israel. In his view, therefore, the whole verse refers to Israel. 
So was the view, apparently for the same rason, of the Greek 
and the Syriac rendering of the verse. 

EUminating the insertions, this interpretation is found 
in Hebrew kdIT in^^K "no (p. 194 Friedmann) onvo I^V inn 
Dm niK'K^ i5i8r i5k — nwK >n> ntryoi ,Dnvoo wv^ts^ oy — 

ib. 21:1 D> imo «BTD Targum KimOD l^nm intWD 5oo 
Similarly Cant. r. tDyon — K^K imo no> D> DK D^ "imo Ktro 
...nrnto yniK i5k 

ib. 21:11, 12 KflK lOB' IDK 5^^ TO TOtT n^*^ TO TOK' 

n?^5 d:ii npn Targum n^K K^nj tok Knx^nj n^ pn5 c^ne K^nj 

•K^y^B'n? ni:ni» n>K1 K^P>tv5 liK . Com. Y. Taanith 1, 1 ITOK 

h5 Dn^ TOK ,nTn n5>5n i^no ^:^ Kvr to >ni n^ye^^ w>nn n^ye^^J 
.D^ycn^ n5>^^i D^pnv^ ipn k5k jn^no Dniwn Com. also Pesachim 
2a on 2S 23:4. 

ib. 22:1 pnn K^i Kro Targum Knnn Kmp 5y KHKin: 5tDO 
K^^n: nf'y W^n^nm Kn5>^nn . This agrees with R. Jochanan (Pe- 
sichu Lam. r. 24) D^Kn:nD Dvinn ^nc' K^i prn K^i KBTD nnB pnv 'i 
.ry'^^V While Beraitha Taanith 28b would interpret it to refer 
to the Tepmle. Rashi, however, would place the Beraitha in har^ 
mony with the interpretation of R. Jochanan. 

ib. 8 ly^n n>n pr: 5y Targum .KenpD n:3 n>n pr 5y 
The T. was evidently prompted to this interpretation by IK 
10:17, where it is called pjn^n IV^ n^n interpreting p:n5 to mean 
the Temple, as he rendered 37:24 (2K 19:23), which coincides 
with the explanation in Joma 39b. 

TDi? p:n5n iy> n>n n^nm iy^ idjt vnpi to5 n>nio in inon n^K 
^a?nto trrpon n^n w nJnfe iy> to i> Similarly Num. r. ii, 5. 
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b. 17 naa n^D^D Targum Kian «5d^ Com. San. 25b 

•..njTP unan h5)d5d an noK nn: nJo^ 

ib. 18 n>inK n^n pJp Targum K^ 5y |5pn pnin^ lon^i 
.1^:131 n>3 ip^ KnitDi Com. San. 1. c. n^n? n^p B^pn «in wn 
.n^p5 nna luna id^dJi lonK 

ib. 23 Tn> Vnypni Targum .p>no 53-ttDK H^iJDK The tar* 
gumist is of the opinion that tosc^ was only ^D^DK which dig' 
nity was to be transferred to Eliakim. Accordingly, he renders 
plO (v. 15) .Kn^n ^V WDD n «DJ1» This is the view of R. 
Jchuda (Lev. r. 5, 3) fl^n Jna ina 1Ty5« I^H pIDH 5k «3 l5 

•n>n 531DK 1D1K n^n min^ n The T., however, to nwv> »i:v 

(v. 18) «nD:VD n> i:o >ny> would point to the opposite view, 
that Shebna was a High Priest. (Com. T. 28:1). The T. 
to v. 18 has all the appearance of a Midrashic T., a portion of 
which was incorporated here. 

ib. 27:5 niyon ptn^ w Targum ^nnw nDinen pDpn^ dk 
Com. San. 99b diJb' D>«ro notr? minn pDiyn ^a m:DD^K n^K 

ib. 27:8 n^ann nnJ^e^n nKOKoa Targum wn^im nn«D3 

1? p5»^3^ 7)2 5^KD .So Sota 8b, San. 100a noiK TKD ^31 H^T K^jn 

.nKDKon nowise i^ pn^^o na mio dtkb' nnonB^ p:o 

ib. 28:7 n^^^D IPB Targum .Kn^n lytD So Meg. 15b, 

San. 111b .D>5^5m tnJI IDWK' D>:^n K^K nJ^^B pKI 

ib. 10 ip5 IP iv5 IV >3 Targum KnniK n3yo5> npDnx nK 

«^i Kniyo jnJiD pn5 D^^pnn nno nayo? m^av k? nponKT noi 

(ip5» IP) icnpD n^n in?iD5> nno . Com. nni in^^K mo (p. 19, 

Friedman) DHK pn^y^ JdH ^HD DHK pDB^K' «^« p DHK ^K ^DIIK 

HKip n«iv nvn^^ HKiv iniK Dn« n^K^iyi troo onn pK i?^K3 nm 5y 
nin^in idd3 ddhk ^n>iv ,Dnvoo Danwvn ddhk >nnv hkip hj^kb^ 
^D^ipi ^mrn ,n^3n mn: K^tr ly d^:idk^i niKo yniK ddhk ^hmp 
.ip5 IP w^ IV ""a nowB' nnn mn^K^D D^jts^ ntryi nixo ymn ddiik 

ib. 29:1 5Kn« ^KnK ^in Targum KnniO Knmo According 
to Midoth 4, 7 it is the 'pTT) I^esichta Lam. r. 26. But com. 
Sebachim 53a, 59b, according to Rab. 

ib. 17; 32:15 a^rn^ ny^5» tolDni Targum m> pK^« pnp 
Com. Gen. r. 24, 1 K'i^K ^m ^e^ninJ' DB'n^ iy^5> Jonani Com. Care 
1. c. and Rashi. 
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ib. 30:15 iiyts^in nn:i nnie^n Targum nnniK? pninn n 
.ppiunni pnijn The Targum interprets n31B^3 to mean repent' 
ance and rendering the following as a resultant phrase. It agrees 
with R. Eliezer, Y. Taanith 2, 3; San. 37b. 

^"H .p5K3i nnits^n pts^w 5«nB^' dh now ity>5K un tt^« k^jh 
.nmi nniB^a now nna iry^^K ^m 

ib. 20 nmo UK niKn no^y rm inio my ^:t k5i Targum 
n^njOB' n> ptn y2>v pinn kittpd n^ao n^nj>3K^ iiy p5d> «5i 

•KKHPO n^3a Com. Sota 49a TinBH pK >1K IDIK W^JH in Kn« 31 

iniK py^ntro lom innn n inio niy »ijd> k5i iow8r r:D> 5yji 
nmo riK niKn n^^^y rni tok^k^ n^OK^n vtd. Both, it would 
appear, depend upon the interpretation of the Targum which 
interprets ^n1D to mean the Shekina, introducing the Temple 
as a necessary complement. 

ib. 31:9 nnun Targum Di^na So Erubin 19a; Pesachim 
54a; Seder Eliahu r. 29 (p. 150 Friedman). 

ib. D"»^K^n^3 )^ ^^2r\^ Targum kb^ki n^5 n^yn ii:ni 
.nno^D ?y )12)n^ Com. Embin 1. c; Gen. r. 6, 4 k^^ii ^w^ '") 

wn Dyo no D^yB^in nK D^ntDc^ or k?« Djn^i pK pick in^nn 
('D /a ^DK^) ii:nD nyin wn dv. Mek. nn\ 9: nt iian nam 

ib. 2 >ny3K^n nnn^K 5a Targum dip id pnjxno urn 5d 
•5nm K3to So Cant. r. 1. c. .5n3 5tr nnn:« 53 ^nac^n nnnjK 53 

ib. 33:20 tyv^ 53 5nK Targum plDno K5n K:3tr03 
So Cant. r. 
^5nK3 — yi:^ 531 kv^ 53 lyv^ 53 5n« 3py^ p iiy^5« 'n ^:n. 

ib. 32:5 3n: 53^5 Tiy IKIP"* k5 Targum Tiy nD«n^ k5 
•K^pnv K^y^K^n5 Com. Sota 41b Ko^n^«i K3iyo 13 min^ ^3n c^m 
noK^ k5 nowB' nin D5iy3 D"»yB'i5 ^^jnn5 inio no p pyoK^ >3n 
•3n: 53j5 Tiy 

ib. 14 Dniy nyiD D^«1B K^K^D B^d: JDIK ^3 Targum 
T3D mn n^n n^3 «ini iriK 3iin h^^^'ipi:^ n^3 nw. Com. Lam. r. 
2. 5. 

ib. 20 D^D 53 5y ^yiT D3nB'K Targum pm3y Wn'i p^31tD 
•K^PB' 5y py-in5 \D1 priKI ptD p13iy p35 Com. Baba Kama 
17b, Aboda Zara 5b ,D3nB^K 3^n31 ^«D ^"3B^n DIK^ pnv 'l 10K 
•Dnon ni5^oai niin3 POiyn 53 Seder Eliahu Zuta 15 (ed. F.) 
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me'a nij>-iin mcai «itWD? nionDi Jiy? iie^a lovy n« db^b^ ^d nB^« 

ib. 33:17 i^j^y njnnn vfi^a ito Targum nj^ae^ "ip^ n^ 
.H^D?y nto Com. Seder Eliahu r. 14 (p. 168 F.) n^apH TT)V 

•VB^a Eliahu Zuta 1 (p. 171 F.) n« na^B^iDi n^VD R^HB' p:di 

ib. 40:8 i^vn IJ^a^ Targum M^'Vtsn nnD Com. Schochar 
Tob 1, 20 (ed. Buber) and ciution in Jalqut: DinJTl K3K 

nmo »a^j3«3 nyaipon «5ao? nrn D?iya d^dh D^pnvn no? idi« 
no n«-i: HDinaB' no ibb'ji «?aon n^oj nDina pi^ niypi nr^noi 
•n^vn ij>3^ ntDWB' D^pnvn )w\} oJiyn to o^ye'in iy?3J 13 HJaoae^ 

ib. 40:10 VJB? inJyci in« n3B> njn Targum nay ijh hh 
/nionp t?; pnnaiy ?3n n^oy nno^o Com. Tanchuma Gen. 
(Noach) 12 .in« nac^ mn D^pnv? Ja« n^yij^^ "tor nai 

ib. 29 na ^y^? iw Targum ^o^nc? p^K^T »pnv5 ann 
.Koain «nni« The T. was influenced by 50:4, of which this 
is the rendering. So Seder Eliahu r. 17 (p. 84 F.) ^5o ?aK 
noana o^pnvn n« djiboi i^b^ »Daa ae'v «5« p ij^« D^aton o5o 
. . . .^y^? inij nowB' nyna 

ib. 40:31 DnB'ja na» i?y^ na ic^^n^ 'n npi Targum naoni 
.pnno^^iy? pmnnn nnniJ; ^j^ao pB'jan^ ^n wpiib? The ref' 
erence here is to the Messianic era. Sifri (Num. 40) explains 
it to refer to the future world which, however, might be taken 
in an identical sense. Com. San. 92b, Jalqut Machiri 1. c. 

ib. 41:2 ^5n? ^il^^P"* pnv niTDD Wi) ^O Targum ^n'« 
«^P1V T'na DmaK Rn^noo ^«^:a . This and the following verses 
appear to have been generally explained to refer to the story 
of Abraham*s struggle with the four Kings (Gen. 14). So 
Shabath 15a, San. 108b, Tanchuma 1. c. 19: 

.ipnva ^D?iy nn ^^vn Dma« n^apn toh . . . '^''vr\ ^o 

Com. Gen. r. 42, 1; Exod. r. 15, 50; Seder Eliahu r. 6 (p. 28 

Friedman) . 

ib. 42:11 y?D UB'^ 1J1^ Targum pp^DJ na »^n^D pnae^^ 
pn^D^y »naD . Com. Gen. r. 13, 2, Jalqut 1. c. ninoKi nia» ^« 
y^D ^ajy^ i:n^ nowc Deut. r. 7, 3 iji^ a^na D^non nmna 
y^D ^at^^. 
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ib. 21 ipnv lytD? Targum ^RIK'^ nni»3T^ ^nn • 
The T is followed by the Pesiqu 40: '»nD^»1 ,^y^n^n cnn3 
•vnina mat? ren Kine^ ,n"n3 ? oniK natoi D^iyn n» n n"3pn 
•rnina p^'-^'nr]^ yen Rine^ ,^pnv tyo? ren '^ idik «in pi 

Mak. 23b, Mish.: n» ni3T^ n"3Pn HVI ID^K R^K'py 13 K^JJH H 

.ipnv lyo? ren '^ nowe' nivoi min on? ni'^n ^^t^ ^»n5y^ 
ib. 43:4 yT)nT) Dn« t^l^l Targum R^Doy.nnDOl So Me' 

chilu 10 ppm «n3DD and Exod. r. 15, 3: nnoiJ^ DH? yap ID?* 

• • • OTK tn«i iDWB^ Dn^a^wD y-iw Rine^ 

ib. 12 inyoB^ni ^nye^ini ^rn;n ojh Targum ^nnn w» 

jT'D'^pn WDD DnvDtD iiDH^ n^pifi w« «nnD? n^nyn pa^DR dhidk? 

ij>DD ^nniK iB^w pan^ n^yoK^R wki »nn3 pa n^? . Similarly 

Jalqut 1. c. ."tj^Da ^nyoB^ni . . . onvoa ^m^n ^a:K 

ib. 44:5 n^ ana^ ni) apy^ Dis^a «np^ nn ':« '^? ntD«^ nr 

Targum anp^ pni apy^ Die^a ^?v^ pm w« 'n «^?mD no" pn 

.n^jamp The interpretation approaches the Midrashic explana* 

tion of the verse to refer to four estates of the righteous ones. 

Aboth of R. Nathan 36 rM^ DniDJ D^pnv 1?K "»:« ^J nD»^ HT 

D^ye'i i?« n? n^ ana^ nti ^ye^i ^:a d^:op i?« apy^ Dc^a «np^ 
nj i?« nja^ ?«it5^^ oe^ai ,nait5^n le^yi ona nrni Dn^ano le^n^Dij^ 

•D?iyn niDIK And in a different way in Mechilu ppm «naDD) 

'^J nD«^ nt niTowi noiy intj^ nina yan«a kvid nn» lai : (28' 
n anynj «?i dipd? i?iat5^ nt — onioo «on n anyn^ ?ki ok 
^5ya i?« — . . . ana^ nn ,pnv nj i?k — apy^ oe^a «np^ nn ,«on 
.D^DB' ^Hi' i?« — nja^ ^RiB'^ DB'ai ^naiB^n 
Seder Eliahu r. 18 (p. 105 F.) is following Aboth of R. Nathan 
i?K — iDH^ nr ,nvti^ nnwa ?Knij>^ ip?n: o^na yai«J intD« la^o 
— ana^ ni) ^D^yenn oa dodp i?k — «np^ 7)i^ ^onioj D^pnv 

.DiyB>-| ^^K The T. seems to follow this interpretation, although 
it is less outspoken with regard to the last three which, how^ 
ever, allow themselves to be implied. Com. Sifri Deut., 119. 

ib. 27 n^W? iD«n Targum 5aa ?y 1D»n. Com. Y. Berakoth 
4, 1; Zebachim 113a; Shab. 113a; Lam. r. Pesichta 23 (Buber) 

.?aa n unn n?iv? itDi«n pnr n idk 

ib. 45:18 niV^ nae^J Targum «trjK oa n^y nwD»? It is 
so interpreted in the Talmud as implying the obligation of 
human reproduction. Com. Jebamoth 62a; Gittin 41a, etc. 

ib. 46:11 ^nvy B'^K pmo y-^WS Targum Kpm V()nws 
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Dn"i3H ^jn . So Gen. r. 54, 1 Dnn3» nt ,b>^» ^am '^ niv"i3 «"! 

ib. 50:5 ITK ^5 nns Targum KJK1 HKDJnn? On?B^ D^n?» 
•DDnO «? So Pcsiqta 33 ,inH >"? TIDB D^1?K 'H ?^1DD ntD1« 1TO 

•n^tTK ^tD nK nD«tj^3 i?ip yotj^? pin ^5 nne Hin 

ib.57:l pnvn ^DW nnn ^JDID O Targum «nB>^a DIP ID n« 
/n^D? Kn\nn llic belief is here expressed that the death of 
the righteous one is a signal of an approaching calamity to 
escape which he is taken away from life. This was a prevalent 
belief derived from the interpretation of this verse. Com. 
Baba Kama 60a: J^nnDB' k5« my »5l . . . n^HK^J niKH in^JB' tV3 

San. 113a ...pnvn no we' oJiyJ n«D nv^ D^iyno iodj pnv 
But com. Enoch 81, 9. 

ib. 19 DinpJl pinn5 DI^B' DIJb^ TargumK^pnv^ IDyJT' WD^B' 

.KnnwJ nm K^an? nayn^ wd^b^i inDip^o ^nni» non Com. 
Sifri Num. 42: ...diJb' di^b^ idhjb' nDiB^n ^B'ly? injB' Di^B'H 5na 

ib. 59:16 B'^K p« ^3 Knn Targum 133 n^5n inionp '?31 
.paD inaiy n^5n Com. San. 98b k5k «3 nn p pH unr i^ri 
«iM D^nan D^^n i^idb^ ina ,a^^n iJnB^ nna i« ^«dt i^isb^ ina 

. . . B'^R p« o 

ib. 64:3 i:n»n »^i lytDB' «^ D^iyoi Targum i:^D na n^^ n» 
K^pnv nnay^ nayo? i^ny n»n. Com. Eliahu r. 20 D^yB^n Jb' dh^Jb^ 
D^iytDi iDi«i ,«an D^iy^ D^pnv ^b^ p^b^ li^tD no? nnn nrn D^iya 
•..i:n»n K?1 lytDB' »5 Com. also Shab. 63a; Exod. r. 45 end; 
Esther r. 1. 

ib. 65:8 JlDB'Kl B^n^nn «VO^ IB'IO Targum nDDB'Hn KD3 
•WDIDT K-na ^»aT n: So R. Simon, Gen. r. 29, 1. 

ib. 20 niD^ njB' n»D p lyjn o Targum D^^iy a'^mn n« 
.n^WD ^n^ p^B' PIKD na Com. San. 91a and Pesachim 68a- The 
interpretation of the T., however, agrees with Gen. r. 26, 3. 

ib. 22 ^oy ^d^ YVn ^D^a O Targum K^m i?« ^tDVa nK 
.toy ijor Com. Tan. Gen. 2 (18) .rvn ^0^3 IDKJB^ p:D vmi 
Similarly Gen. r. 12, 5; Num. r. 13, 4. Lxx has a similar in^ 
terpretation. Com. T. PS. 1:3 ^inB' rya — '♦^n t^^«3 . 

Jerem. 2:2 n^n5l53 n3nK inw non 1? 'nn3T Targum 

^5tki ntD^tD3 ^JtD^m n3n3n« non ,Dnp ^dv nno n35 K:i^3n 
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•inn H5a V2\s^ pyDiR «nDnD3 nn«i hk^ nna ^n^^e^ inn nna 
Com. Mcchilta n^B^a 3: naoKH «^n ^»13 ...pno^H Dnn« 
D^«vv ij« iK^n ntro? inoK «^ ,D^n nn on? np«tr ^a irDRne^ 
DH'^y ,ntrD nn« i35ni iJ^D»n »?« Tn? n^no iri^a p»i nmtD? 
^•HHIPI ni?n n^Dpa B^IIBD And in a modified form in Seder 
Eliahu r. 17 (p. 85). 

Jerem. 2:31 y^H niy «nj «i? mi ^oy nD« yino Targum 
.IJnJlD? my am: K? W?'D?D« Com. Tanchuma Num. 2 yino K"! 
ma: h? my i:od nnj^atj^ np^Di tnpD n^a i:? nn: i? noH ,ntD« 
•T^K my lih^l 

ib. 22:6 pja^H fi5^«n ^? HJiH ny?i Targum a^an DK 1?^« 
Kn^D B^na D-n »BnpD n^an ^onp . Com. Mechilta ,p5oy, 2 : 
k5k ny?3 p»i iv'?}:] n« nowe^ ,i«nni enpon n^a n« nixn? B'pa 
^? nn« nyJ; nowtj^ cnpon n^a. 

ib. 28:17 ly^afis^n Knna H^nn njjs^a «^a:n n^jjn non Targum 
.W2\s^ Kni^a napnw H^nn Knjs^a hipb^ «^aj n^jjn n^Di Com. Y. 
San. 11, 5 p mD« nm ,nn^n mn» n^e^ ...«''ajn n^jjn non 
in^a ^:a n»i r^a n» mvi njB^n u>k-i aiya noij^ no^o »?k 
inmaj niB^y? ^^ae^a n^-i nn» miR^vvB^ ,-iann n« n'TiDnJ 
.npB' n^DI^ ^ . Com. also v. 16. 

ib. 32:18 DHOa pm ?K DUK py D^tWDl Targum ^aiH D^tWDl 
pnnna ^DHD? pO^tWD na H^ja? KnnaK . Likewise all Targumim 
to Exod. 34:7 making it clear that the suffering sons are subject 
to punishment also on their own account. This explanation is 
that assumed in Berakoth 7a D^ja 5y nn« py lp)t a'Tiani ':^H 

,mtrp K? \y2\m) mnn 'kip p^om man 5y inio^ «? D^jai a^nai 
.Dnm« pRB^a «n ,Dnn^a Dn^nian ntryo prniHJs^a »n The refers 

ence is to San. 27b. 

ib. 38:7 ijs^ian i^o nay yoK^M Targum Ka^DT «iay yojs^M 
.n^pnv Com. Moed Katan 16b nay yoK'n iDW nnK nana Kvva 
•itDB' n^pnv «?ini idk^ ^K^ia ^ai ^trian i5o But Sifri Num. 99 

(mentioned anonymously by Rashi) would interpret it to refer 
to Baruch b. Neriah. 

Ez. 1:1 njB' D^B'^B^a Nnn Targum idt5 pJB^ pn^na n^m 
.Knni«n «nDD «an n^na n^P^n nat5^»n This numerical interpreta- 
tion is given in Seder Olam. Com. Jalqut 1. c. 

ib. 3 . . . n^n n'^n Targum . . . Dnp to n«iaj Dine n^n nno 
•^Knoa v^v^ nj^noa n^oy ?5on«i ni:^jn an ^Kne^n Kynna So Mech. 
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(»nn^nD nn mot) : nH? nvinD idv nDn:i n«a itDV nana k^^i . 

Also Rab Chisda Moed Katan 25a. 

ib. 24 DTOyi nantD 5lP3 n^ion ?1P Targum in^^ife 5lP 
»^D^y n^ Ko^p nnjm n^ pDnaoi pn^o na . It seems to foUow. 

the homily in Gen. r. 65, 5: nytri ,Dn DV «a DTOVa Kin HOI 

•DH^WD njDin a^nKi ppnitj^ D^3«5on ?«itr^ ytDij^ inoiK ^kik^^k^ 

Its repetition in the v. 25 is interpreted by the T. in the same 
way, the silence preceding the word of prophecy descending 
upon the prophet. 

ib. 2:10 ^m Him wyp n^^K ainai Targum n^a d'^wi 

wni »"'5>» pn:D ^iid^ »nniK nv Com. chapter General Peculi- 
arities. However a similar evasive interpretation is found in 
Sifri Num. 103 ,D^pnv ?tr Him ^D^yc'i ?tr DO'^p D^rp n^?y 2)n\ 
•D^yjyi 5^ ini 

ib. 7:11 nj «?1 Dnono »?1 Targum ^J3!D k51 pn^JM k5i 
pnoa Com. Gen. r. 31, 1, as interpreted rightly in DO^JDtD ina^ 

ib. 13:5 DH^^y »5 Targum p3D pnaiy pa? pmay «?1 
.JkiB'^ n^a ?y ^yao? Com. Jalqut 1. c; Esther r. 6. 

ib. 16:10 ^^2 iB'anKi Targum K^jna pa:o n^B'npu 
Com. Pesiqta ?n: ina ?5r n:ina n:a nj^.oir i5>^» jycra icranKV 

STB' Dna n^njr . The targumist, however, would interpret 
^jyo loaxi as referring to the High Priest. 

ib. 11 Dn^DV Targum D^:a» ^m? nn ?y pa-ria. 
So Pesiqta 33 nnan nini? ^:fir ^'?^H dh^dv n:n»i . 

ib. 12 iK^Kia m«Dn nnoyi Targum ^onp ID n^^jy n»tov 
.pa'^B'na naio Com. Cant. r. 5iy3 p : n itJ^Kia nn»Dn nnoyi 
.nJ^aiJ^n; Pesigta 33. 

ib. 26:21 ijn« nin5>a Targvm n^in H^na Kimchi nin^a n^n 

,]l^n 53 — Q^^ intr It is, it would seem, an old Midrashic in-- 
terpretation. So Tanchuma Gen. 19 (Buber) ^JnK ninJa 1TO 

. . . nin^a nowfis^ nvn? pn^ny k?i vn k? D?iyn mow n^'«^ 
.nrn ?a nin^a 

ib. 28:13 la i^ap:^ n^DD nax^ Targvm n?anD» k? ona, 
pap:i p?5>n i^ayn^KT nn:Da . So Baba Bathra 77a ...n^Dn nax^o 
^ntonoj ia niv i5o onn? n^apn i? ^k an nD« min^ an nD« 
.Dn»a D^apj D'^apj ^nmai 
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Com. Ps. Jon. and Frag. Dcut. 32:18, which is the intcrprcta^ 
tion of R. Mcir, Sifri Dcut. 227. 

ib. 45:11 nan nonn ifis^yo n»B>? Targum phd n^n di3d 

•Kn^a WD1 «n53Da «113 abo? Com. Mcnachoth 77a i:n «30 

Bf$B^ nan no ,n^n nn« pin nam newn kip »nDn an -id« ^?^d 
.nan itDB^n pni «anD k?« ,j5jtD kbi; nai ,p»DThc T. to v. 14 is 

literal. The specification here of the number of kors is because 
it forms the source for the inference of the measure of the epha. 

Hos. 2:1 ...on? TOK^ Dn« ^oy «? on? ntD»^ n85^« Dipoa n^ii 
Targum «nni« 5y nay na K^ooy ^a^a iH^^jnKn «inKa ^i^i 
Hn^m n^tDy nn? iD^n'^i tninn pain^ pnK ^oy «? pn? ntDKn«i 

•KD^P This interpretation agrees with Sifri Num. 131 nta KVVa 
JtWD nr? nr pjy no ^ai ?Kntr^ ^:a isdd idi«i 'oy «5 now nn« 
«a «?fi5^ ny dj n? aina?i «n? idid nnn n^n; ine'K 5y oyajs^ n^o? 
K?K pi?n iKao nr idid kv^ij^ ib^dr nfen id« ine^K? nvnnj iBion 
^oy «5 onK o ntDKj na? ,nnaina n? ?Bia ^3«k^ aina «n 1? ioir 

D^n ^ina ^K-nr^ ^ja nSDO IDIRK And Pesiqta 11. R. Meir, 
however (Kidushin 36a), would not draw such a distinction. 

ib. 2 5«y-iP DV 5ni o Targum pnne^^ja Dv an nK 
So Pesachim 88a ia i«najK^ Dva nr?3 nap or ?ni pnv 'n idk 

ib. 7 Dniin ne'^am Targum .pn^EJfe in^na The T. explains 
Dniin as of the root nv to teach. It was so taken by others. 
Com. Deut. r. 2, 2: ,Dmin nB'^ain DDH nnjT '•a a^na ^kJok^ i^k 
.nnn oy ^joa onnan o^js^^^ao (D^j^nn) ontr And the version 
in Jalqut 1. c. nan D^tr^^atD Do^nn n"apn -idk ^K5>D5y 'n idk 
...DtD« nnjT ^a now na? nwn oy ^jca 

ib. inpC'l Targum ^DIjnB . Com. Ketuboth 65a ^^pn 

.pD'^tJ^an inj^: ^wdi m^Jy nppine^ nt^KniJ^ onan 

ib. 4:7 ^5 iKon ta Dana Targum K^5y pn^ ^noDKn Koa . 
Dcut. r. 2, 2 .•»? iKDn la nfiS^iy m? ^nunnfiS^ ?a K"n In a similar 
way Lxx. 

ib. 6:2 D^tDVD u^^n^ Targum pn^nyn Hnonj ^or^ wj^^n'' 
.K^n^D nvnn DVa ^n'^O? The Messianic interpreution of this 
V. was a current one. Com. San. 97a; Rosh Hashana 31a. Com 
also Seder Eliahu r. 6: n^tWDn nion nm D?iyn nt D^DVD ir^n^ 
.«an D?iyn nr ijd^p^ ^js^^^tj^n Dvai 
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ib. 6:7 nnD nay dim tohi Targum .^icDnp «m3 n:^«i 

Com. R. Abahu, Psichta Lam. r., 4: ,t1K^Hin DHK HT ...miO HtDHI 

•nayi o^riMVlCom. also Gen. r. 19, 7. 

ib. 7:4 inVOIH ny PVD t5^1?D Targum pD3 n3n» »?n 5yi 
.DnvDtD nnpDo ora in? n^ayn^m puii Com. Mcchika ^nnofi) 
,i5^«;je^ iy nvDH? iP^DDH «?i HD'^yn riK le^^e^ T^ao :13 ,«a 
•B^i5o D^fiWD D?ia a^nan ^''yJ kvid nnn pi 

ib. 8:4 Dann Dfioa Targum pn5 ip^DiH pnami nncoa 

DnvtDo Com. Gen. r. 28, 7 *iDan ?y njn innp Jan na^py i^k 

.Dnvy on? iK'y oann ODoa •towb' onvoo onoy kv^b^ antm 

Com. also Lam. r., Pesichta 23 (Buber), interpreting in the 

same way Ez. 7:19. 

ib. 11:9 n^ya »ia» »? ''ti^Mp laipa ^dk inn ne^y^ «5 
Targum .D?trn^ my nni« nnpa ti-'^nn k?i n^n ^iipn n^ayK «J 
Com. Eliahu Zuta 10 D:tj^^ K?tr itDy? n^apn yae^: nye^ nniWD 
...'»DK inn nK^y^ »? lowtj^ mn» n^ya djob'^ »?i nnK oya 
So Eliahu r. 22. 

Am. 4:12 ^^n?» riKIP^ pan Targum .D''K'pn« So Shab. 
10a (Com. Rashi). Also Berakoth 23a. 

ib. 7:7 ^3K Targum .pi Com. Lev. r. 33, 2 ^3K n^ai 

•^me'^ ^B' n?na mnjD nr i:» nDi»i ...nn notri am Jyaa 

ib. 9:1 nncan nn Targum .m'^tJ^K^ Ka5o ?^DpnK »mjD '•dd 
Com. Lev. r. 33, 2 in^B'R'' nt IDDan nn • 

ib. 7 D^^U^a ^Jaa »?n Targum pomi pjaa K5>n • Com. On. 
Num. 12:1, Sifri 99, Moed Katan 16b n^J^no »?ni nn^T n^K'ia ^ai 
n »vva ...nn:a n:iro miDV la niya n:iB^ ^K'la no «?« ,nnm 
njiK^D '•B'la no k5« ?vn o^na ^ai ,D^^t5^a oaa »i?n idik nn« 
D^iyn niDi« 5ao nnr niivoa d^jib'd ^kik^'' ^k niya . So Shochar 

Tob 7, 18. But ib. 14: DniK KIIP »in n"apn5 D^KtDin ^»1B^O 

D^^e'ia . 

Jona 1:3 '^ ^:d^ nK'^trnn ma5» n:v Dpn Targum njr dpi 
'^n »D6ra "»a:n^»n mp to KO^^ pnyo5> . The targumist desired to 
thus eliminate the diflSculty to explain the flight of the Prophet. 
Com. Mechilta «nn^nB ,«nDB : laa K^ni nnn »m 'n ^jd^ ^ai 
nj^ae'n p»e^ ^'m? n^K njr noK k5>» ...inno i5>k kj» now 
.DK' n^?33 The targumist, however, has struck a plain and genial 
interpretation by putting a complement to .^3d5o 
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Mi. 2:13 DH'^D? niDH H^P Targum n3 pat^K^ lUD^ 
.1310 ito PD^I «nnDnpa This interpretation seems to have been 
held by r. Simon b. Aba (Gen. r. 73, 3) pyotr n B'^KH nBM 
yn «an D^iy ?b^ Kom pyo nviB i? nvnwfis^ no^o nD« «a« na 

Mica 4:5 vn?« DB^a tr^H 13?^ D'^Dyn ?D '•3 Targum ?3 nH 

.«niro? in^B n ?y pnan? pan^ h'^ddv Com. Shochar Tob i, 20 
pnopD^ D^iyn nioiH ne^ Jd p«3 »a? n^ny? /ynion "iTy?» 'n 
iJ?n ...T^y naiy i?« y^trai vjb? d^toiki n^apn '3D? J«ib'' od ?y 
nowi TOW ?D nnn p dk on? tok ? pnir p« i??m Djn^a? niv 
.vn?« DB'i B^'K 135' D'oyn 53 '3 101015^ •..D:n'35 ray n^n^w 

Cod. Reuch has P3in' instead of pn3»5 P3n' . 

ib. 7:1 53«5 5l3B'K pK Targum .p3D pn3iy H'ST 133 n'5 
This interpretation is implied in Mishna Sota 47a (Y. 9,10). 

Hab. 3:9 niDD niy3U> Targum .K'DSB' Dyn WD'P 5n3 
Com. Gen. r. 47, 7 i5k 3"' 5h-|U>' 'D385^ n5« 53 3'n3 pnV' I^K 

niDD i5h 53» pK'B^: ]T))H «5« 3"' Toyo iJ'H 5«yofi5^M mn3 '33 
...n^DD niy3tr H^IM Also Exod. r. 44 end. y3K'3 n''3pnB' p'^DI 
.••niDD niy3B' nowtr D'DSB^? . Com. also Sifri Deut. 117. 

ib. l4rDD3 n3p: Targum .ntroi nnDin3 »D' nyT3 Com. 
Mechilta n^B's ^ : D'H yp3: ,D^n 5y ^rib^'? iK^y: d^d: mtry 

...rtD03 n3P3 "IDWB^ nD'3 ptD3 r)\i^V2^ 

Zef. 2:5 D'Tn3 '13 Targum HRVnK'R? p3'm KOy . 
Com. Cant. r. ':i3KnD ,nn3 3''nB' '13. 

Zef. 3:8 iy5 1D1P D1'5 Targum .p'o? 'ni'53nK D1'5 So in 
Pesiqta r. 34 Tyo 'DVy3 '3» 'ni35D5 n3'niJ> 53t5^ ,'3D5 K'H nyi3fi5^ 
.ny5 1D1P D1'5 IOH:^ n31D5 U The Agadist also took ny5 to mean 
to witness, from the root my . Com. also Exod. r. 17 end 
'5 i3n 135 3'n3i ...nTDy3 iD5iy nn pi noiy »in »35 Tny5 53K 

.iy5 'DIP D1'3 

Zcch. 3:3 D'HIV D'n33 65^35 H'H yB'lH'l Targum 11 n ytTIH'l 

.Hni3n35 nB^3 »5n PB'3 pn5 p3D3n p33 n'5 So San. 93a 3-1 idk 
'RiB' tn3 nn'D »5i H3in35 ni3i3n I3'kb^ d'B'3 p»b^13 1'33 vntr «dd 
D'«iv D'133 tri355 ytriiT 5b^ 13-n '3i D'Kit D'n33 B>i35 n'n yB'in'i 
.tn3 nn'D k5i K3in35 ni3i3n ij'rb^ D'6r3 p»b'13 i'33 vntr id5d k5» 

ib. 8 non ncID 'B'JR '3 Targum n3yD5 Plt5^3 p133 '1« 

•pD3 pn5 Exod. r. 9, 1 ntry3B^ d'b^3k dh it'h ,nDn ddid 'b^3» '3 
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T)H »pnvT wjn^ ?!'H nntyi 5«k^^d n^jjn nr idik nn ncio on? 
iHD «onK K^ nntyi J^tJ^^o n^^jni «-iiJ »miD i3 «^jn« d"d «?« 

ib. 9:1 mmo pcnoni Targumnn yiKD MHO? ainn PtWDii 
.n^njaK' Com. Cant. r.nn«iv : m^ny ^nmo ptron^ d^'»po ^:h noi 
...ptroT ny ny:iD nvn^ D^^e^n^ Sifri Deut. 116. 

ib. 11:12 tiD3 D^K'^B^ nDB> n» I^PK^n Targum n^ nnyi 
.nvpO pnn: iniyn Saying of R. Jochanan |K3 '? D» yir ^J>K1 

This rendering is at the foundation of this Agada as well as 
that of R. Jehuda, who finds in it the impUcation of the thirty 
righteous ones among the Gentiles who exist by their virtue. 

ib. 12:12 naJ DH^K'ii 13^ \n: n^n nnajyo Targum n^yir 
nin^ pn^B'Ji iin?' pnnn: tn: n^^ . Com. Suk. 22a onan »?m 
D^K^j mm n-iD« oa oJ^tr y-in nv^ r»i ncDna ppoiyj^ ^v^ i"p 
. . . rtray nn? d^b^jri i3? 

Malachi 1:1 OK^d 1^3 Targum .T^OfiS^ npnn ^3H5o nu 
.KIBD «1Ty So R. Jehoshua b. Korcha, Meg. 15a: \2 ^"1 K^Jn 

.Kity nr ok^d ioir »mp 

ib. 1 1 niino nn^DI ^Otr? IJ>;d IDPD D^PD 5331 Targum 
.'tDlP '•31 tai1P3 nani^VI • . . Com. Num. r. 13, 2 D1PD ?3a ^31 

D^Toiy JHiJs^^tr D^pD ?3n H?K n^apfi Dtr? nwDi nniDP anpD 
nopD ...nnnK^ n^Dn it fis^atD ...nn:o now n^?y nmo n^cn d^^^dddi 
.n^Dny n^en it 

ib. 2:12 nmo 85^^301 apy ^Jhhd njyi ny njB^y^ ik^k Targum 

.wanip ^'^IP n^? ^n'' »? »in pna D»1 Com. San. 82a; Shab. 55b 
QK ,Dn^D^nn n:w d^odr^ ny i^ n^n'' k? Kin n"n dk ../^ ma^ 
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GENERAL PECULIARITIES 

The Targum Jonathan reflects many interesting peculiarities 
which arose primarily from the state of mind of the age whici. 
produced the Agada and the Apocryphal literature. The Targum 
Was read in public worship, and the translator would have to take 
full account of the susceptibiUties of the worshipper. On the 
other hand, in the homilytic portions ample expression is to be 
found of the believes, expectations and views of that generation. 

The targumist made it a principle to differentiate 
between the holy and the profane. Words which are equally 
applied to the holy and unholy are rendered by the targumist 
by distinct words to maintain the difference. The Masorites 
follow a similar way. So that when 'pi is followed by the name 
of God it is vocalized with a patach (IS 20:3, 2S 12:15 etc.). 
While followed by a profane it is vocalized with a zeire. 
Genesis 42:15. (Com. IS 28:26 IJ^DJ ^n^ ^^ ^n) . The same 
tendency was made evident in the vocalization of ^JiK and in 
such forms as in the compound piv ^21H (Joshua 10:13) and 
PTD on« (Judges 1:5, 6, 7). The targumist carried the principle 
to an extreme application.^) 

D^n^M is applied both to God and the idol; the T. draws 
the distinction between them rendering the profane D^n^K — 



1) Com. Geiger noru 191 M p. 3. Such a distinction has its 
parallel in the Talmud. So it is said (Shabbath 32a): ^Tor three 
transgressions are women dying. Others say because they call the 
Vllpn inn — N^IM (box); R. Ishmael b. Elozor says: Tor the trans' 
gression of two things are the amei ha^arazoth dying: for calling the 
Vlipn in» Ama and because the Beth Ha-K^neseth is called Beth 
Ani.*^ No doubt, despite the unanimity of the commentaries that 
Ama and Beth Am are derisive, and for this reason their application 
to holy subjects was condemned, they desired to separate the holy 
from the profane. It would appear that this was urged only as a tort 
of mannerism. For the Talmud does not follow this distinction; in 
many passages Arna U employed in the sense of viipn ]nM . (Cora. 
Berakoth 47b). 

Ill 
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nyo Joshua 24:14 D^1?»n n» IT'Om — pXTD . So v. 15 
Judges 5:8 D^cnn D^n5« — pyo . 2K 19:18; Is. 33:37, 37:19 

r«n Dn^n5» n« twi — pnniyD. So also Jcr. 2:10, 11; 11:12; 
Hab. 1:11 etc. In order to avoid any semblance of imputation 
of divinity to idols, the T. treats the adjective DnnK following 
the profane D^D^K as a noun, and D^I^K as a noun in const, 
state, thus rendering Dnn« D^n?« — K^DOy niyD . So Josh. 
20:16, 24; Judg. 2:12, 17, 19; Is. 26:19; Jer. 13:10, 
16:11; 19:4, 13; 22:9 etc. In the same way is rendered 
IDJn ^"l5» Josh. 20:23, 24; Jer. 5:19 etc. Probably this expression 
has influenced the rendering by the T. of DnriK D^n^K. Compare 
Mech. nn^ Jq : DnnKB' »?•» ,Dnn« D^n 5>h ioi5 nio^n noi 
nini5>« Dni» D^»niP. Equally is D^^ya rendered. So Jer. 2:23 
D^^yan nnx — K^ooy niyo . In some cases it is rendered like 
the deuched profane D^n5>K . So Jer. 2:8 ^ynn 1«nJ D^»^2Jni — 
KniyD Ditrn. Hos. 11:2 inat^ D^^yn? — «myD5 ; 13:1 

?y3n DK'Rn — «niyD? . Otherwise 5y3 is rendered by «?yi 
(Jcr. 7:9; 9:13 etc.). 

This scrupulosity of the T. is strikingly illustrated by his 
treatment of this term applied to idolatrous divinity, which Vi 
made by the context to inevitably express godly divinity. So 
Judges 6:31 «^n D^1?« QK — «?y3 n^? V^tT\^ HU n^« TIV D« 
This rendering which, it would appear, was suggested by such 
passages as Is. 44:10; Jer. 2:8 etc., he applies also to 2K 19:18; 
Is. 37:19 D^n?» V6 Pioni as well as to the passage in Hos. 8:10 
Kin D^n^H «?1 — TlV nn n^?n , "the unuseful one"; also Ez. 
28:2, 9, in all of which the divine sense of D^H^K is obvious. 
But the targumist is anxious to avoid even an innocent prO' 
fanation of this sort. On the other hand, when this profane 
D^n^K is not employed in the sense of incrimination but as a 
fact the rendering is Kn?m ''fear'' »). So for instance 2K 18:33; 
34:35; Is. 36:18; 37:12 : non ^^5« H^H ./D^un ^^?K I^^VHH 
-IB-IK^ _ «n?nn or Jerem. 2:28; 11:13 T»n5» Vn y^V IDDDD 



2) The Talmud also employs its Hebrew equivalent nn'l» 
So San. 64a, 106a. Also Y. Kidushin 1; P'siqta of Rab Kohna p. 65. 
On the other hand, M^m is employed in the divine sense also. See 
Proverbs I, 7: nn^m «r«D3in vn; F. Deut. 32:13 WDn n^ma nwi 
pnn» pir n and Is. 2:6 Top npafD3 '3 — nr^pn «^m iinpav n« 
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So also Jona 1:5 vt]"?^ 5k 85^^« Ipytn — HTi^m . Here it was 
only meant to state the plain reality. Com. also Ez. 28:2, 9. 

In the case of the first two instances the targumist has 
merely identified the profane d\*i5m with the special name given 
to idols in the Bible, namely D^^^^K and Q>5i5a, both of which 
he renders by pyo with the exception of the latter, which \n^^t 
is in the most cases added to pyiD . Com. Is. 8:8, 18, 20; 
19:1, 3; Ez. 14:3; 18:6 etc. In this tendency the T. Jonathan 
is followed by Onkelos and the other Targumim only. With 
one exception, namely DnnK D^n^K in the Ten Commandments 
(Exod. 20:3; Deut. 5:7), in which case Onkelos woiild not side^ 
track the meaning, rendering them by priH in?K (Ps. Jon. fol- 
lowing On.). In all other cases On. also renders the profane 
D\n5« — pro (Exod. 23:24; 34:15; Deut. 12:2) and goes 
even with Jon. to render in« ?H — HVDOV niyo . Of the other 
early translations no such distinction is noticeable, neither in 
the Pentateuch nor in any other part of the Bible, except in 
two cases in Lxx. These arc: Num. 25:2. Com. Frankel, 
Ober d. Ein., 175. 

Usually naro is rendered by the targumist by the Aramic 
parallel nnyxD - But this rendering is appUed only to the holy, 
to God's altar. Whenever it refers to the profane, referring to 
the idol either in stative or imphed sense, it is rendered by 
mUK, the pile. Ez. 6:4 Dn^ninato ItDB'JI — IianiiH . Hos. 8:9 
K0n5 mnaro — p-|WH; Is. 17:8; 27:9; Jer. 11:13; 17:12; Ez. 
6:4, 6 etc. Accordingly ...vninnto ^\H^ ntn niTOn ^JD? lOKM 
(Is. 36:7) the former is rendered by kii;k the latter by Kn^TO 

In this case also, the Lxx and P. are making no such dis- 
tinction. The only exception is the Targxmi Onk. and the other 
Targumim. They draw the same distinction and employ the 
same terms. Com. T. Exod. 34:13; Deut. 12:3; 7:5 ctc.»> 



3) So the rendering by Onkelos bsn *7Tf l^3lif (Genesis 31:46) 
MniaM . A striking analogy to this is found in Mandaic, where ini37 
iM usually used to denote the worship of a false cult (Noeldke, Zeit. 
fur Assuriologie, v. 20, p. 131). This distinction, it would appear, 
was not known to the Jews in Egypt in the fifth century B. C. The 
temple or shrine or altar of the Jews in Yeb i$ called »')iail (Sayce 
Aram. Pap. E. 14 n^H mn» »? inun : J. 6 KH^H in» »? n-^UKiSachau 
(Aram. Pap. 1, 2). However, in Pap. 3 instead ofniUM the term em* 
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A distinction of this kind is traceable also in the Talmud. 
There is no particular name in the Talmud for the profane altar. 
But it has, however, special appelations for objects connected 
with the altar, one of which has a derisive air. So a sacrifice 
to an idol is called nanpfl a present.* > Com. Aboda Zara 32b, 
48b; Chullin 13b, 24a. But while the Targum to the Pcnuteuch 
reserves HfiDnpn for the profane offering, the holy offering 
being rendered by Kjanp, Kn31pn is the judicial term, applied 
to idolatrous sacrifice in the Talmud using however piip 
to denote present. Com. Nedarim 20a DOto niJD1p3 ; Ab. Zara 
64b. So does also T. Jonathan.*) Com. Hos. 12:2 onvo? ]DtS^) 
Targum Kjaipl, although Korban is joined by the Tetra^ 
gramm (Menachoth 110a, Sifra Lev. 2). Sometimes the idolat^ 
rous sacrifice is called D^no ^nnt (according to PS 106:28) Aboth 
3, 3; Aboda Zara 29b; 32b. 

Instead of nsT the usual verb for sacrificing, the Talmud 
in several places uses the verb ^ir to manure.®) Aboda Zara 
18b; Y. Berakoth 9, 1; Pesiqta r. 6. 



ployed is Nnnita n^n . I am tempted to assume that this was prompted 
by this very desire of differentiating the holy from the profane temple. 
Here, the writer is a Jew and the writing was intended for Jews, and 
therefore he would not use the profane name M')UM for the holy temple. 
The others are documents of an official nature intended for the con* 
sideration of a Persian official or court. The current name of a temple 
would be used in such a case. Sachau's assumption (ib. p. 29) that 
M')UM was somewhat the intimate appelation among the Jews of the 
synagogue (p. 12) is not impressive. On the other hand, it is interest' 
ing to note that the priest of the temple is called Kohan i? MOn3 
nn^M ^W (Pap. 11), while the idolatrous priest is called Komer Mnt33 
man »t (Pap. l and Sayce E. 15 3Un^ •)tD2 ita^B 13 imtD). However, 
there is not sufficient ground in this to justify the assumption that even 
then the Jews would observe a distinction to which later generations 
adhered. The writer might simply have \ised the appelation by which 
the Jewish priest was commonly known. 

4) ra')pn is the abbreviated form of unnnpn . The Targum 
renders by it nWD (Genesis 32:13; 20:21; Is. 18:7; Jer. 51:59 etc.). 

5) It would seem that T. Jonathan did not follow at all such a 
distinction. So o:mp Djra (E*- 20:28) is rendered by T. Jon. |n0311p 
unless the translator understood it in a holy sense. 

6) In Tosefu Ab. Zara 2 there is i^naro instead of ]t^aTD 
tliough in Pesiqta r. 6 D1^»3 ^13? 01» H^n. The version in Sota 36b is 
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Moved with this spirit, the Targum is also differently 
rendering Kohan according as the reference is to an Aaronite 
or a priest of an idol. The latter is rendered by Kn^EJ. (So Jer. 
48:7; 49:3) or, which is the usual rendering, by HIOID (2K 10:19; 
17:32 etc.) which is considered by some scholars to be a trans' 
lation of the Persian Athaman, the priest of the fircworshippcrs. 
(See Aruch, Kohut idd) . Both of them are found in the Talmud 
and the Agada. The priest of the idol is called mtTD (San. 63b, 
64a) . In one passage both of them are used side by side, namely 
Erub. 79b. ktdid however is the usual connotation for the Kohan 
of the idol. But 2S 8:18 D^JHS nn ^J31 the rendering is pDim 

(Com. Mech. nn^ ,2 : ...nn ^:ni nD»:tr ,pjyn D^^ono D^:n3 ?d) 
Com. Mek. 1. c. nn^ ytDB^M : ,n'>r] idid idi» yenn^ 'i ,pto ma 



n^n o:in UV. Com. also Cant. r. beginning and Gen. r. 87,3. The T. 
Jon. in general does not favor any distinction in this case. Thus IK 11:8* 
tnm^ll^ mrOTDI Targum ninilOl * So also in 12:32; Am. 4:4 and 
in some other places. So Onk. Num. 24:2 inm^H »n3T^ — »nm^ ; 
Deut. 32:17 onwb irDTf — ^rQT . This principle found application 
in the Bible, nao is placed for ^n : p» n^2 for in ntn . This might 
have been the reason for the peculiar vocalization of on^onpta (Ezek. 
7:24), which is otherwise hardly expUcable. (Com. Kimchi 1. c; Ew. 
Gramm. 215 Jahn, Das Buch Ez. 1. c). The reference here is to the 
idolatrous shrines (so Rashi, Kratezschmar and many others) and was 
so understood by the Masorites. They therefore changed the pointing 
as a mark of distinction. Similarly isivn (Ezra 10:2; Nehemia 13:23) 
instead of iMVa . As in the judgment of the writer intermarriage is 
an enormous violation of the Law, he would hesitate to use the word 
commonly used for the act of taking to a wife. 

The names of Gods should be changed into derogatory names 
(R. Ab'ba in Sifri Deut. 61). Mockery of the idol was the rule with 
the Hellenistic Jews also. It was for this reason that they applied the 
elftcoX^dvTOC to what the Gentiles called leoddvTo; 
(Diessman, Die Hellen., p. 5). Likewise the idolatrous festival 
is called l^M (Abod. Zara 2a), and Maimonides (in his com' 
mentary on Mishnayoth) says: **and it is not allowed to call them 
(the festivals of the idolators) onpiD because they are bm ". (^m. 
Rab, Aboda Zara 20a. A temple of an idol is called nifinn (Mishna 
Ab. Zara 29b, 32b). Its underlying meaning is not from rwiir 
^Aruch i\")n) • but synonymous with nifiV) as Tos. (Ibid 32b beginning 
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Also 2S 20:26 in^ tn3 n\n nn^y Dai— in? 3-1 • The targumist docs 
not consider them priests of any kind, although with regard to 
K-|iy the T. is in opposition to the view expressed in the Talmud 
(Erubin 63b) that he was a rightful priest. On the other 
hand, IS 1:3 D^:n3 DH^BI ^Jfin TargumpK^K^ obviously be 
cause they were sinful priests, as against Samuel b. Nachmani, 
who would clear them of crime (Shab. 55b). Impelled by the 
same consideration, the T. renders noan (IS 9, 12, 13, 14, 25) by 
KnnnOK by which he renders iDtriO (IS 20:18) and nnDB^J 
(IS 9:22) to distinguish it from the bama denoting high pkces 
of idoktrous worship which he renders by «niD3 (IK 13:32; 
14:23 etc.), having also the meaning of heaps of ruins. (Ez. 
36:2). The targumist appears to decline the talmudic view 
(Zebachim 112b, 118a) that the ban of bama had been lifted 
at that time. In order to exonerate Samuel of the sin of bama^ 
worship, the T. rendered nODn as denoting the place where 
gatherings were held with the Prophet. Hence the rendering for 
natn TU' (IS 9:13) in the essenic sense '^> w^ro onc Hin n« 
(Ant. 1, 18, 5; Berakoth 55a), while IS 16:3, 5 is equally 
rendered by Knn^tra . For the same reason the T. renders 
D'fiin (Jud. 17:5) by p won instead of k^:d?V which is other- 
wise the rendering of D^Din (So On. Ps. Jon. Gen. 31.19). 
As well said Levy (Chal. Woer.) : ''Um nicht dnem Jiidischen 
Priest die Anbetung eines homlichen gotzen Bildes zuzu- 
schrdben." So he differentiates in the rendering of niD« . When 
it is used in a holy sense (IS 2:28) it is rendered "ilfiK but in 
a profane sense (IS 2:18J 2S 5:14) it is translated rm Dm3. 
This is the rendering of D^^^yo (2S 13:18). As regards other 
translations, the KIDID connotation for the priest of the idol iB 
adopted by Onk. and P., while the Lxx makes no dinstinction. 

Of the same character is the separation drawn by the 
targumist between Ofitro referring to that of God or Israel and 
that of the Gentiles. In the former case it is rendered by «jn. 



7) Abudraham (ronv nnnv) cites a Targum Yerushalmi which 
would seem to be a later recenssion, this principle being disregarded, 
'•"he rendering there is: «D33 by Dir» «in n«. 
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Referred to the DBBns of the Gentiles or denoting custom it is 

rendered by the Greek vo^6g did^: . SoEz. 5:7 D^l^n ^DBB^31 

Targum K^DOy ^D1D:31 ; Ez. 20:18 MlOtffT) 5k Dn^DBJTO riKi — 

p^DIO^: nM. Also Ez. 7:27; 21:25 and in one verse Ez. 11:12 

^DBro3i Dn^ry k5 ^dbbtdi ons^n k^ ^pina ictk 'n ^:k ^3 onnn 

Dn^n Targum ^dio:di |imay r5 'jni nna^n k5 nD^pa n 

K^ooy. When DBjro denotes custom: IS 2:13 D^:n3n DBBTD 

(IS 8:9) 'oi i^n OBjro Targum did^: ; (2K 1:7) cr'^Kn DBK^ nta 

Targum kdio:. Also Am. 8:14 ynB^-lKn Tin ^ni Targum DIO^: 

Applying to the holy laws, commandments or judgment it is 

rendered ion . Of this sort are Is. 1:27; 3:14; 5:7; Jcr. 

2:12; 22:3; Ez. 20:16; 12:21, 24. Sometimes suggested by 

Instances of both cases are numerous. On the other hand, DBtrc 

the contents DK^P*! truthful, is added. Instances of this kind 

are Jer. 5:1 OBBID niry r^ DK Targum orpn |n nny n^K DK 

So w. 4, 5 ; 7:5 DBBTD wyn Hcry DK Targum pnayn nayo dk 

Dicrpn t^T . Ez. 18:19 n\S^v npnvi DBB^ tani Targum 

nay otrpn pn. Ez. 18:19 icry npnv^ obbtd lam Targum oicrpn tn 

and V. 21 dbbtd ntt^jTi Targum Dcrpn in n^ayM. It appears from 

the citations that the targumist adds Dcrpn when DBeno is the 

object of nt^y> did, or when this is understood by the targumist 

to be impUed. (Jerem. 5:45). It might have appeared to him 

that to render DBim in these cases by K^n alone would be 

obscure, as it might be taken in a profane sense. In this con^ 

nection it will be notded that m a single case is DBBns rendered by 

KD^P, otherwise the rendering of pn as it will appear 

presently. This is Jer. 8:7. However, OBBTD there is also the 

object of ntffjf . The Lxx and P. in the Prophets are not fol' 

lowing such a distinction. Onk. renders pn by DlO^i if it refers 

to Gentiles. So Lev. 20:23 etc., while otherwise pn • as is the 

case with Jonathan, is rendered by Ko^p . So Lev. 20:22; 26:3 

etc.; the Lxx have for pn in holy sense ngogidyyiaxo^ 

So ibid: 20:22; 26:3 etc. 

While the profane pn ibid 2:23 is rendered by Lxx vo|Ai|U)g 
In the Talmud this term is applied to custom, manner, judicial 
formathty. (Com. Gittin 43b; 65b). 

The same pnndple the targumist applies to pn . It is ren^ 
dered by Knna when it refers either to Gentiles or idolatrous 
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law or order. When, however, it refers to the holy laws, it 
IS rendered by Ko^p covenant (the usual rendering of nnn). 
InsUnces of the latter are: Jer. 31:35; Ez. 5:6; 18:9, 10, 
19, 21; Am. 2:4; Ze. 1:6; Mai. 3:22 etc. Instances of the 
former are: Jer. 10:3 D^tayn nipn Targum mn3 ; 33:25 
HKI D^Dtr nipn Targum riTW (the same 33:34 0^33131 m^ nipn) ; 
Ez. 20:18 n^n ?K D3^nnK ^pnn Targum mn« ; 43:18 
nipn n^K Targum mn3. So 44:5 nipn 53? — nTM . In Ez. 33:9 
nipnn — K^^n mn^n. In this way the T. renders Ez. 20:25 
D^aiD k5 D^Pin on? ^nn: ^:k D31 — nn^ . thus eliminating the 
disturbing nature of this passage. According to this rendering 
of the T., the assumption is that also their customs (laws) 
were decreed by God. Concerning the use of Knn3 it will be 
noticed that in the Talmud it has the effect of arbitrariness. 
So there are hard nnna (Makkoth 24a; Ketuboth 3b; Shab. 
145b). A Kin3 can be recalled, Gittin 55b; Taanith 2 unni 
K^om Kn^ny ; to the targumist it appeared to express profanity. 
Apart from Jonathan, no other translation adhers in this case 
to such a distinction.® > 

The same principle is applied by Jonathan to the rendering of 
K^a: . In the case of the true prophet, the one sent by God, 
it is rendered by K^ai , its Aramic equivalent. On the other hand, 
whenever it carries the implication of either false prophetism 
or, so to say, professional prophetism, KUi is rendered by idd 
scribe, a term of general currency in the age of the Targum. 
So it renders Is. 9:14 iptr miD K^3:i — 1DD . Jer. 6:13 nyi K^3:d1 
|n3 — "1DD01 . Other examples of this sort are: Jer. 14:18; 
18:18. In plural: Ez. 32:25 n^K^a: ICP — HKIDD ny^D. Ze. 7:3 
D^K^a^n 5k^ — KncD5i. Note IS 10:5 D^K^aja 5^i«r *iKn — KnDoa 
When reference ia made to a prophet of another deity, 
the targumist renders it Uterally, adding tr\ptff false. So Jer. 2:8 
5yaa wa: D^K^a:m — Kiptr >>a:; 5:31 ipef wa: D^Kn:ni — 
Kipcr ^^a:; IK 22:10 /.D^K^a^n — «1ptr ^^a: 5ai . To this cate- 
gory belongs also Mi. 2:5. There is annother case which is 
intimately connected with these cases. In the first place the T. 



8) Kohut*8 identifying m*i>t;i with pn as suggested by the render' 
ing of the T. (see Aruch nrji) u based on his overlooking the principle 
of distinction of the T. 
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applies the same distinction to the verb as well as to the noun. 
KS^riD referring to the true prophet is rendered by the T. 
u:n^K, referring to the false prophet it has a substitute CX' 
pressing ridicule. So Jer. 29;26 Kn^noi K'^K 53? — K'CIDDI 
(but V. 27 Kn:non ^nin:yn n^on^n my^ to? — Knjno). IK 18:29 
n^non ni^y? ny mn^n^i — iK^nocrKi 

In all these cases the Targum stands alone among other 
translations in observing such a differentiation. 

Special regard has been paid in rendering by the targumist 
to Israel.® > In the first place some harsh expressions flung 
towards Israel is rendered in such a way as to evaporate their 
sharpness. It should be remarked that in this the Targum is 
to some extent followed by all the Greek translations as well as 
the Peshitta. A few cases will be suflScient to illustrate the point. 

The Piel from a^K^ in the sense of transgression is given 
a favorable turn when applied to Israel. i®> So JunK'^ nSBTD 
(Jer. 3:6) is rendered by the T. ^:n?1D5 nn^O? pnDnriDn 

Lxx: xaxoixla . So also P. In the same way T. Lxx P. in v. 
8 A. Sym. i\ datogiQO(fi\ loQav^. In v. 11 the T. and P. are fol- 
lowing the same rendering while Lxx omit nstro . Again D^aaifiT 
(v. 14) T. and P. render as in former cases, Lxx 



9) It is generally known that Jewish' Hellenistic writers, led, it 
would appear, hy this principle, applied Idvo^ to the Gentiles, while 
retaining Xa6; for the Jewish people. (So Wisd. 15:14. Com. 
Cheyne, Encyc. Biblica, Hellen.). The Lxx followed the same division 
in an opposite way, applying the latter to the Gentiles. Com. Gen. 
23:12, 13; 42:10 etc y'^^^ ^V — ^^5 "^^^ Y^iC- But Lev. 20, 2, 4 
the rendering is t6v fdvo; , the reference being to Israel. Com. also 
2 Mak. 6:3. In this connection it is of interest to note that Rashi 
somehow felt this peculiarity in the Targum. However, he i$ wrong 
in the illustration. Thus he remarks in Ze. 13:7: '*the Targum 
never renders d'IWT 1^0 when they are those of Israel except by ain 
and not by tOlQ^V. It is first of all to be remarked that the ren' 
dering of Dnv by ]tn*inn is not peculiar to those of Israel. The same 
is applied to those of other nations also. Com. Is. 16:6; 34:6 (having 
both renderings used synonymously); Jer. 25:19; 39:3; 46:21, 23, 
and in many other instances. On the other hand we find V^IO^tr 
applied to those of Israel. So Is. 37:24 etc. 

10) This is also the case in Onk. (Com. Dcut. 32:6 the ren* 
dering of Dan K^T ^3i cy - See A. Bcrhner, Onk. p. 120.) 
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having dcpeorifpcdtEg ; Sym. Qt\M\k£voi . V. 22 D^:a nw 
D^naiBTD HDIK D^nsir is rendered by T. p^tanriDT K^:n mm 
nninn n^ pD? pnrn annD? . 
DSmUB^, however, is rendered by the Lxx affliction (so that 
there is no reason to ascribe to the Lxx a different read- 
ing; com. Schlesner Lexicon auvtQifiiia ). Also ib. 5:6, 31:32. 
Exceptions are: Jer. 2:19; 14:17, where Lxx render in the 
unfavorable sense. T a r g u m and P. hold to the above 
rendering. 

The same word is rendered in its intended sense when 
it refers to other nations than Israel. Note Jer. 49:4 nanicrn nnn 
(referring to Amon) T. KriK'DD Kni3?0 , Lxx dvyaxtQ lTa(i(ag 
audacious. Also Is. 47:10 nnnsir K^n injni ino^n — in5p5p 
Is. 57:17 forms an exception, although the reference is made 
to refer to Israel, the rendering by the T. and Lxx is plain. So 
strong, it appears, was the force of suggestion of the contents 
of this particular case that it was felt impossible to make other 
account of it. ii> 

In the following case the T. is followed by Aquila in some 
measure. Ez. 2:10 ^m n^n) D^:^p n^^K 2^n^ ^:d5 nniK trncM 
the T., apparently disturbed by the vehcmency of the prophecy, 
renders : pnn pD^tr^ Knnw '?v ^Hir^ n^n tnny^ DKT nn amDi 
.«nn:mi wni k^5k t^n:D *iid^ Knnw n^ pnay^ n3i K^ooy 
In this way the gloomy predcition is turned into one of con^ 
solation. A., it seems, was also actuated by the same motive, 
rendering D^i^P — creation (probably from the root 
<i:p) ; com. also Is. 28:9; 56:3; Hos. 13:14. 

In his regard for Israel the T. goes farther to differentiate 
them from other peoples. Here are some interesting examples: 
Jer. 1:10 Yn:^^ «rn:5 matoon 5yi on^n 5y nrn orn imnpen hki 
D"in5l 1^3Kn?1 — the T. divides the phrase, assigning its favorble 
part to Israel .Kjnn? Kni3to Jyi K^taoy 5y pnn wdv im^^on nn 



11) Kimchi*8 Sefer Ha'Sharashim, after enumerating all the cases 
which the targumist as well as the Greek translations and the P. render 
them by its favorable meaning, remarks: **all these mean rebellion.** 
In this point he follows Menachem Ibn Saruck. (Com. Machbereth aiv). 
In Machbereth Rabeinu Tam (Ed. Pilpowsky) p. 36, it is said: Hos. 8:6 
nm« O^sniV ^2 the sinful man is called is^v , being removed from 
the good direction. 
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K-I3D?1 KnSK^I WD^p^l ^:id5 ?Klcr^ ^ja 5yi . Nothing but a pasMon- 
ate regard for Israel could have produced such a rendering. 
Com. Is. 10:25; Jer. 18:7.i2> This scrupulous passion for Israel 
is accompanied by a kind of active disregard for the gentiles. 
It was the product of the catastrophies of the age. Thus the 
targumist is aghast at the idea that the prophet should be over' 
come by the calamities of other peoples. For 
this reason he changes the person, and instead of the prophet 
agonizing for sympathy, as the text requires, the peoples involved 
are describing their sufferings. So, for instance, Is. 15:5 : 
PW nK10> ^n? Targum pno^^ pnn^n ; Is. 16:11; Jer. 48:36 
lon^ ii:33 nKiD? ^yo p 5y Targum ...pna?i ^nKion pn^yo p 5y ; 
Is. 21:3 : ^riMp: m^v n^v3 ^:iTnK Dn^v n^n^n ^:no i«to p 5y 
nwno ^n^nn: yoBno Targum K>m K^yn pn^vin w^n^K p ?y 
nnnD^ lytD yotrto ictbdk p:^mnK and v. 4 : niv^B ^nn? :}}fr 
min? ''^ Dcr ^ wn ctd: hk ^:nnyn Targum pniy^ni wv pnn5 Kyo 
nan? pn? n^n pn^:vnn inn p:nnK • In some instances he le- 
tains the p. but alters the sense. Examples of this sort are : 
Is. 16:9; Jer. 48:32 ^nyOT 1V1K TO3tr ]t} iw ^3nn nanK p ^v 
Targum noncr 5y p^iop ^n^K p "iry^ 5y pieno ^n^n^Kn ko3 p 5y 
Knyon l^^nK . But otherwise is such a case treated by the 
targumist when Israel is meant. The prophet's description of 
his feelings towards the affliction of Israel is rendered hterally. 
So Is. 22:4 5y >:on:5 iv^kh 5k oaa iitaK ^oo lycr ^nnoK p 5y 
^oy nn nw Targxmi ^n^yann k? -non ^dsk ^oo pncr n^ioK p 5y 
."•tan Kncr:3 nan ?y ^niori:5 

The Lxx are in agreement with the Targum in the render- 
ing of Is. 15:5 and Jer. 48:31 and v. 36. The Syriac in all 
these cases follows the literal meaning. The fact that Aq. and 
Sym. have instead of the rendering of the Lxx of w. 31, 36 
one which is literal strengthens the supposition that the render^ 
ings of the Lxx in these cases were caused by the same motives 
as lead the targumist to his. However, there is less consistence 
in the Lxx with regard to this point. Com. Lxx Is. 16:9, 11. 



12) Kimchi remarks: **And Jonathan divided this verse — the un* 
favorable for the Gentiles and the favorable for Israel." In the present 
Rabbinic text the btfnm^ »33^ i» omitted, evidently by the censor. Com. 
Exod. r. 45, 1 ...^iti»i i^it na^o ^) ..>ititr' ^bn na ^ istk yn 
.OTovn^ wp2^ nyjro ^n^n lyjnr »b^ .•.»m^ 
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On the other hand, this peculiar agreement between the Lxx 
and the Targum is another case of weight for an hypothesis 
of a common background of these translations. 

However, Geiger (Ur. 245 et seq.), who carried this 
principle too far, failed to notice these renderings. He was 
most unfortunate in the choice of examples. Thus his assertion 
(p. 93) that Jer. 48:47 ; 49:6, where die restoration of Moab 
and Ammon is foretold, are not rendered in the Lxx, is errone^ 
ous, for the lost renderings are found in Gmg. 

Other examples are: Jer. 8:23; 13:17; 14:17; Mi. 4:5 etc. 
Com. particularly Ze. 8:2. Other agadists would not follow this 
interpretation. Com. Num. r. 20, 1. The targumist would not 
have been actuated by a hatred towards the respective peoples; 
Edom and Moab have ceased to exist at his time. It is more 
correct to take it as the reaction of the age against the Roman 
world. It is the deep-seated hatred of the time immediately 
preceding and following the destruction of the second Temple. 
It was the Prophetical writings where that generation looked 
for the signs of the times. The prophecies were interpreted in 
the terms of that period. The old oppressors of Israel, long 
dead, were revived in the new oppressors. Edom and Aram be* 
come Rome or Persia. Compassion by the prophet towards the 
bibUcal enemies would strike them as if their present oppressors 
were meant. Such would be horrible to them. 

The targumist shares in full measure the worshipful venera^ 
tion of the Torah manifested in the Talmud and Agada. The 
Torah is given by him prominence in the Prophetical books. 
The Torah is identified with words descriptive, in the sense 
they are employed, of qualities representing the will of God. 
The targumist is again reflecting current views which are to be 
found in the Agada. njn is identified by the T. with the 
Torah. Is. 40:14 nvi imo?^ Targum KnniKi»> ; ib. 28:9 
njn mv ^O nn Targum KnniK nny (Hos. 6:6). Connected 
with it is Am. 3:10 nm3: n^cry "iVT K^ ; Is. 30:10 ^:'? nnn k? 



U) Com. Alcf Beitha of R. Akiba A'in: "and she ,the Torah, 
is called nyi . as »* is written'' etc. 
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niraj Targum KnniK ID^IK . So also ni)H IS. 2:3; Mi. 4:2 

vnimiKn mi: Targum in^nniK id^iks k-iioi*>; Mai. 2:5 
K11D ^? D:nK1 Targum ^nniKID^IK; Is. 2:5 ^> nwn Targum 
^nnW1D^1Kni'>; ib. 5:12 lD>a^ Hi >> iVB nKI Targum KnniK31 
I^DnOK k5 ; ib. 9:5 lo^K^ 5y niK'on ^nni Targum i«>KnniK ; 
Hos. 10:12 t: D3? n^: Targum KnniK tD^IK ; Jercm. 4:5 
?iy nnr Targum Knnw ; Is. 26:2 D^:iOK TOB' Targum Knnw 
(So n:DK: Hos. 5:9); ib. 27:5 niyon pnn^ Targum i^>^nniK ; 
Jcr. 32:6 -iion^ KDV HPBnDI Targum i»>>nniK ^03nD? (Com. Is. 
55:1); Zc. 13:1 nnDi IIPD Targum Knnw JD^IK ^n^ . In thdr 
related positions, whether those cases occur in metaphor or are 
simply conceived, they carry the significance of the all'conceived 
good which Israel is urged by the Prophet to follow. It was 
natural for the T., as it was the case with his contemporary 
agadists, to identify them with the Torah. 

The Torah thus gains centrifugal force in the prophecy. 
On the observances or disregard of its precepts hinges the fate 
of the nation; they are punished because they transgressed the 
Torah (Am. 9:1; Jer. 11:16; 5:22 etc.). Other peoples suffer 
for their failure to accept the Torah (Mi. 5:14). On the other 
hand, Israel forsaking the Torah ceases to be God's people 
(Hos. 1:9; 2:1; Zef. 2:1). Repentance forstalls calamity, but 
this repentance is the return to the Torah (Is. 12:1; 31:7; 
Jer. 31:18; Ez. 34:1). 

In this connection it is worth while noticing the Halakic 
element in the T. Jonathan. Of course, compared with the Pent., 
there is not much of Halaka in the Prophetical writings. But 
in a few cases, which are especially accessible to Halakic inter' 
pretation, the targumist follows the interpretation of the Halaka. 
All these cases occur in Ez.; the first is Ez. 24:17 ntr«1^ K'Un 1"IKB 



14) Com. Jalqut 1. c: '*Who accepted the words of the Torah 
with fear." 

15) Com. Midrash Shochar Tob (49): "R. Aba says, sweet 
are the words of the Torah likened to iiK etc." 

16) Com. Jalqut (prov. 8): *'By me princes will ntr» 
(prov. 8:16), both the crown of j>rie8thod an kingship come from 
the power of the Torah." i 

17) Com. Zeb. 116a. 

18) Com. B. Kama l7a; Canticles r. 1. 
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The Targum renders IKB— mDDID (Tcphilin). This is ih ac 
cordance with Sukka 25b: ''Said R. Aba b. Zabada : A mourner 
has to observe all the commands of the Torah except Te- 
philin; for (this is to be inferred) because God said to Ez. 
y^V trinn T1KB , you are obliged to observe it while a mourner, 
but no other mourner is to observe it." 

E«. 44:17 VV2 nan^ k5 Targum ?y pn?K pn^vin ?y \)nv k5^ 
ino^' pnna?. This agrees widi the Beraith Zebachim 18b (end): 
'They (the priests) do not girt below their loins but against 
the knuckles/' 

Finally there is Ez. 44:22 ^np^ IHDD n^O^K n^nn ICK njO^KHI 
Targum pno^ K^:nD IKtr Kn^lK ^nn n KntolKr This interpreU' 
tion removes the flagrant contradiction which this in^ 
terdiction presents to Lev. 3:17. It is so interpreted in Kid. 78b 
.inp^ \nx — ^np'> «^:n3 ikbtd 

The Messianic hope occupies a prominent place in the 
exegesis of this Targum. In addition to the Messianic sense 
which the targumist is giving to passages admittedly accessible 
to such a conception, he introduces the Messianic note in many 
a passage that is scarcely allowing itself of such an impliation. 
The targumist is following the current interpretation of that age 
of intense expectation. 

In his Messianic interpretation the targumist had pre^ 
served many of the current ideas about the last days. On the 
whole, they are identical with the Messianic description con^ 
tained in the Apocryphal books, Enoch and 4 Ezra 
and the Agada. The rectification of the evils of the world will 
be completed on the Day of Judgment. The evil doers are given 
respite in this world so that they may repent and turn to the 
Torah (Hab.3:l, 2; Zef. 2:1, 2). But on the Day of Judgment 
stem judgment will be meted out to the evil doers. There will be 
no intercession and no escape (Is. 5:30. Com. 4 Ezra 7, 105; On. 
Deut. 32:12). After the closing of the decree (the Day of Judg' 
ment) there will be no acceptance of repentance (Is. 8:22). The 
world will be renewed (Jer. 23:23; Hab. 3:2. Com. Ps. Jon. 
Deut. 32:1). Great wonders and miracles will appear, as in the 
time of the Exodus from Egypt (Hos. 21:66; Ze. 10:11). The 
Messiah, who was created from the beginning of the world and 
who was hidden from the world on account of the sins of the 



Digitized by 



Google 



GENERAL PECULIARITIES 125 

pocplc (Mi. 4:8; 5:1; Zcch. 4:7; 6:12. Com. Enoch 48, 3, 6; 62, 7) 
will appear. There will be a resurrection of the death. It seems 
the targumist expects both the righteous and the wicked to re^ 
surrcct, the former to receive final judgment. (Com. Is. 38:16; 
42:11; 45:8, and particularly 57:16. Com. Enoch 51, 2, 3). The 
Great Court will sit to judgement (2S 23:7), the wicked will die a 
second death (IS. 22:14; 65:6; Jer. 51:39, 57; com. Enoch 22, & 
12; the Syr. Baruch 76, 4), they will be thrown in Gehenna (Is. 
33:17; 53:9; Jer. 17:13; Hos. 14:10), whose fire is burning always 
(Is. 65:5). In Jerusalem will the wicked be condemned to 
Gehenna (Is. 33:14; com. Enoch 90:20). The righteous ones will 
hve the life of eternity RD^y ^'n(Is. 58:11; Hos. 14:10); they will 
shine 343 times (7x7x7), as the Ught of the seven stars in the 
seven days of creation (Judges 5:31; 2S 23:4; Is. 30:26; the 
extant edition of the Tanchuma Gen. 6 cites the Targum to 
Judges 5:31). Com. Tanchuma ed. Buber, Gen. note 143. 
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The composite nature of T. Jonathan has been definitely 
demonstrated above. The T. did not escape the peculiar fate of 
the Greek and Syriac versions, which were preyed upon by later 
editors, forcing into them other material. It was all the more so 
an inevitable procedure with the T. Its original purpose to 
be merely an instrument for the instruction of the ignorant; 
its place in the public worship; its varied history of wandering 
were strong factors in rendering it susceptible to changes. It was 
exposed to the irresistible influences of the Midrash, which 
thrived in the immediate centuries following the destruction of 
the Second Temple. Later Midrashim crowded into the original, 
simple exegesis of Jonathan. The new material caused in many 
cases a mutilation of the original rendering, thus becoming either 
obscure or an overflowing rhetoric. Such portions contrast sharp' 
ly with the close, smooth, natural rendering of Jon. The Mid' 
rashic incursion is especially remarkable in the first 35 chapters 
of Isaiah. One need only read the T. to Jerem. or E^ekiel to be 
impressed by the curious difference. But in most all these cases 
it is impossible to release the original from the new form. In 
some instances the translation may represent a completely new 
rendering which replaced the older one. Few additions can 
be safely pointed out. Some of them will be found to be two 
different renderings put side by side. As it is generally known, 
duplicates of this kind are found in the ancient versions, On- 
kelos included. We will begin with the major portions, present' 
ing Midrashic portions which have made inroads into the T. 
Jonathan. 

Judges 5:2 oy m:nn3 ^Kicr^a niyiD yicn— n^n mo na 
nnyo? nn nai — n^moi K^ooy ])n'''?v inK KnniKn Jkict^ 
Kn« D^nn (?yo) ?3o n:oim pn^aan ^^ya ^y prn in33n« KnniK 
«:pniDi kd: ?yi n^nnro ?3i kid^d nan ni:yiiD ?y p3 — ^Kitrn 

126 
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.niKi lana pa ;KnniK ^o^nD Koy n^ «d?k^i ^?3 

The T. to this verse contains three different renderings 
to the second half of the v. One interpreting it as implying that 
when the people return to the Torah they overcome their enemies 
and expel them from the land of Israel; the other taking it to 
refer to the overthrow of Sisra; the third to the dehverancc 
from the prohibition on the study of the Law, the targumist 
having in mind the Hadrian persecutions. It is hardly possible 
to determine which is the older one. But the latter persisted 

in V. 9 .Dya Dm:nDn 

Com. Seder Eliahu r. 11 (p. 52): ^naa V^nn ]^r^'? ^K> nai 
nioiWD ne: n^apn ^oa •KnniK ^oanc Koy n^ t^fi^wsi Kncr:a 
• . . lowtr no^an n^a^ paiyoi pD^aeno tncr dik ^:aa ?D?iyn 
•iT'apn nK Donaoi oya D^an^non 

ib. 3 DO^ lyoB^i— ; Kanp? kid^d oy mm — K'^a^ lyocr 
k5i pam^na k5 — jy:an Ka^ pa^ oy iim — K^j'^o^r Kn^vK 
.^mK'^ n^a ?y pnp^Di pnna^nK pamn^a 

The two portions following the horizontal line are missing in 
Cod. Reuch. and in Ant. Polyg. and preceded by 'Din in ed. 
Leira, and appear in brackets in the London Polyg. and in the 
Basel ed. 

ib. 4 ...-i^yro iHKva ^^ — n'pv ^Kicr^? Knann KnniK — 
,pn^aaT ^?ya ?y p:^K pna^no n? pam lai K^ooy pna po^e^ n^n 
. . • pn5 n:nD? inv^^riK Dva 

The intrusive character of the portion is obvious. It belongs 
to V. 2 and is a recenssion of the first rendering. It is missing 
in the Ant. Polyg. 

ib. 5 v:do ^'?u Dnn — ,iiam kiid — -^^ dip jo lyr Knio 
ntrn ^5y noK pi #Pi^ Pi pnoKi K^ian kiidi iionm mio 
— K^rn ^5i nm:^atr ne^n ^?y noK tn5 pni unn ^5i nm:o«r 
^yoi KniD ?y nm^ae^ ntrK ^O^en ,dtidb^k ^ni^na nimpo) 
. . . r^nno ^:^d pn — Knio ?ao n^yn r^n Kim 
It is a shortened form of the Targum on the margin of Cod, 
Reuch containing a c\irrcnt Agada (Com. Gen. r. 99, 1) cited 
in falqut from Jelamdenu. Rcfrcnce to this Agada is made in 
T. to PS 68:16, 17. That it is an interpolation is shown in the 
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London Polyg., where the whole portion is placed in brackets, 
while in Cod. Reuch the addition is found >> DIP ID HW^ mm 
•M^n^^DK' nB'KI It is completely omitted in Ed. Leira and in the 
Ant. Polyg. 

ib. 8 D^n^K inn> — KniytD? n^so^ ^kik^^ ^:a ijnn^K ns 
inaan^Ki iv tin? i5o> k^ KnniK nayo? un nai — pmn 
t^K^nn jn^tro ^crn pd^k pymnn .wvo) nwo k-id^d pn^^y p^^di 
Kn>3 ^vvno pD^K ponn ponn nnn pd^k pncrn «d^d nnK pd^k 
?3i K^D^K p^« ^3 n^oy iim K^nan p3m hko ycrno in 
^.n^D^yi «i33 pD^K n^^v onpi p-in dip dpd^ p^3^ k^ Knntro p^k 
There cannot be the slightest doubt that this Agada was on 
the margin to v. 2, the end of which formed KID^D ni^yilB 5y 
n^nnBTD ?31 of v. 2, which is strikingly out of all connection. 
Witness the beginning inn 131 of v. 2. It was by a marginal 
mistake that it was introduced here, where it has no room. As 
to its source, com. Jalqut 1. c. It appears in a shortened form 
in Cod. Reuch., where the version is as follows: 

nnK n^D^yi nKotr pn^^y kdk nm pn^ i^^n^ k^ KnniK^ inn nni 
Kmp «n3K^ i^^n^ «? pn^e^ ^crn pd^k pyniKn pnom ponn 

In Ed. Leira it is headed by: KnfiDin 

ib. 11 D^nKBTD n^n D^vvno ?ipd — pn5 pd:k ^^m inRo 
ima 5y PD310 nninoi poo^ (n:on) n:ino n^n pnn^n to pno^i 
nKin «?n «^o ^^o^ ^Kitr^-n:n ppd: pirn inK? — k^ot K^ptr n^n 

HK^D (n:o3) DIP \o ^K^n no-ia (nciD) ?p KyoK^K? (P^m) p^n^ 
Is is a second rendering. It is omitted in Cod. Reuch. In Leira 
ed. it is preceded by the following addition: 

. . . inK VKiip'ifD ?Kitr^ n^m?' p^^^i po: pn? Kn^nyn^Kn KinK 

ib. 16 D^nDBnon pn nncr^ no5' — Knnp nne^o nnnn no? 
pin? KT to «n Kmitrn yo^no? «miK ntrisn — poinn pn nno? 
yoe^? o «:n:K i?n pnoK pnK k-id^d? K:n:K n?n pioK pnK 
mwn. 

This interpretation might have been intended to deal a rebuke 
to the half-hearted revolutionises of the Saducean party in the 
Great RebelUon. It is omitted in Cod. Reuch. and in ed. Leira it 
is headed 'DDin ; the rendering t^O^nn pn — D^nBtron pn 
agrees with Onk. and Ps. Jon., Gen. 49:14. 
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ib. 26 n^n^B^n nn^^ m^— no^pn nwD^tr nnn riK^K 5y^ KnsD 
Ipn^ K^i KnnK ?y nnn pp^n nn^ k^ nenon Knnw idds a^wn no 

It is a current interpretation in a shortened form. Com. Jalqut 
1. c. (cited from Midrash Achbar) : 

m^ a^wn nn^a k5k i^n ^^aa innn k^ij^ 5y^ it nitj^oa nn^B' nn^ 
n^n^ K^ iDWK' no d^^p^ ? pn ^5»3a innn k^ no ^:doi • . • nn^5» 
.HfiTK ?y naa ^?a 

This addition is missing in Cod. Reuch., and in the Ant. Polyg.; 
in ed. Leira it is headed by 'DID • 

ib. 11:1 mnnwD k^ ponp5o ^Kim n^n kdid^: k^h m 
ao^o? ia3 5ia^ n^'n k? pai Koatr? HoaeTD Kn^onn 
Hm ^ao kpd: nin Kiaa no^nm Knnn nimai n^oa^^ nin k^t KnnK 
HoaB^D «5>n Kia3 n^onm Kn^piJic n5> pip ptr:K pm Kn:Dn« K?a 
.nnen n^o^K^ n^ nin lai 

This Targum is cited by Kimchi 1. c. and is found in ed. Leira 
under heading 'Toscfta". No other edition has it. 

ib. 39 ^Kicr^a pn^ ^nni — k^t ?na — ^Kifir^a rwu'? nKini 
K^n n«ny?3 nnc^ nayn noa Kn^y? n^ma n^i nna n^ -ia: npDK? 
•pona nn^ ^''^^ mn wna dh^d? ^^kb' i?^ki ,K:n3 onjD? ?^Ktr 

It appears in a different version on the margin of Cod. Reuch. 
to 12:7. The essence of this Agada is found in Gen. r. 60, 1, 
holding to the view of R. Jochanan that a vow of this sort 
should be redeemed by money. This author also condemns Jef' 
tah for not going to Pinehas to ask the disavowal. Others think 
the reverse is true. Com. Seder Eliahu r. 12 (p. 55), This portion 
beginning 5na is found in the Leira ed. headed by 'TToscfta'* 
and is missing in the Ant. Polyg. 

IS 2:1 ^u u5 r^v noKfii njn Wcnni— nna n:n n^K^vi 
f'y Ku: ^ino5 n^ny na ^kidct laa — '^a ^:ip ^di n^noKi n«^a3 
po: pn5 tnayn^ ^nn^ 5yi ^khk^^'Dt kto ppncn^ ^niova ^kict^ 
^KiDK' na na idnt ^iki p? ann Kp^ina ^a? ^I'-pn ;pa pia^i 
nn^K^a piDK Mno? ^ni:a ntry yaiKi Kin Dipn n^ny (n : i K''^^^) 
;pa KtnpD n^aa Knae^? ^nn? pn^nK oy pnw^ai t^^a^ n^ 5y 
Mn5 n^nyn kd^j niiyniD 5y »iki — •»^ ^5 ^:on Kn^noa ^np non 
pnip n^oyi nmn Kn^jya '^n wnK n^ pn>n pn^nyn ^«ntr^^Da 
. . . '^DiD nnDK : ^Kitrn nnm^ no^n paa koctk 

The whole portion is missing in the Ant. Polyg. 



Digitized by 



Google 



ISO TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

The additions appear with minor modifications in all editions. 
In the Basel ed. and the London Polyg., however, they are 
placed in brackets. As to the interpreUtion that Hanna was 
pix^hesying, com. Meg. 14a. 

ib. 2 \i^^'^t> pk — moKi n«^33n^K iinKi to'fe nn^:D ^ 
...trnp n^^ irto^n K^jt^^^^i k^oi« K'^ooy ^3 jnv p3 n^nncrD nafi 

The whole addition is missing in the Ant. Polyg. and appears 
in the Basel ed. and the London Pdlyg. in brackets. 

ib. 3 mn ^«i — mo«i nK^3:n^K ?33n k3^d nvnain^ ?y 
. . . iwon «5 ; ^tnirn o^td^ n^nin hvs^v J'DI ^kio3 pnK 
It is missing in the Ant. Polyg. and appears in brackets in the 
Basel ed, and the London Polyg. 

ib. 4 Dn33 riK'p — inan^ — moKi nK^3:n^K \v ni3^ ?y 
. . . pB'^n iim : ^wiocrn n^mi ; ^wr na^n nnjj'p 
In the Basel ed. and in the London Polyg. these portions are 
in brackets, and are omitted in the Ant. Polyg. 

ib. 5 Dn?3 D^y3t5^ — iim : moKi n''«3:n^M }om %iiJ3 5y 
. . . K"ipy Knnio mm D"'^n^ p : nnoKi onno — Kon^a pyntr 
.'•mnni n^tn — nnciD pdid^ . . . '^oni 

In the Basel ed. and in the London Polyg. these portions are 
in brackets. Instead of '^o^'^ it has D"lfc^ , an intentional change, 
for obvious reasons, and are missing in the Ant. Polyg. 

2S 22:2 — '»D1»1 ^n3B« ^yK'^ l')^) ^J30 13 HDHK niV ^hSc 

nipn ^5 n^nn^no '•nionp toi 'fipm n^n5m> ^J31p ^3 ^yinm ^^>M 
-iDin r^m KJt< iT-id^d 5»yT — '•^vm-i ^331 ^f»y3 f^y Kn33n«^ ipiidi 
. . .pny ^n^iniD — '•^ iiod '•id^d mm ^j3oid n^jpiiD3 ^:ip Kon«^ 

This portion is missing in the Targum to Ps. That the 
portion is a second and different rendering to the second half 
of the verse, is evident. Its other part to the first half seems to 
have been included in the first rendering. In the Ant. Polyg. 
the portion n^n^m5> ^:3np '•3 ^yiriKI is omitted. 
Ai to the rendering of nw Com. IS 2:2; 2S 22:47. On. Deut. 
32:4. And ]y^\ Com. IS 2: L All of which would lend strength 
to this supposition. 

ib. 23:4 1P3 -|W31 — pn3iy P3^ pm3y K'-pnV P3^31D 

Tfi^ K^ov ny3tr nimj3 Kn^m vv^it^ ttko n^n nn ^y — ...p3D 
_nn — p^riKT icnon: ^;r? pnono prr^im p35> 3dm p3inn pn3o 
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This part is missing in the Ant. Polyg. This is another indica^ 
tion that the Targum to this verse belongs to a Midxashic T. 
which was by a later editor incorporated in the T. and which 
displaced the original T. In the text used by Montanus it ap^ 
peared in a shortened form. Com, Cod. Reuch., Judges 5:8. 

ib. 32 ^K >o ^3 — nn^tro^ Tsynn wpiidi kd^: ?y pn 
...KH^K n^? : intD^^i K^at^^i K^ooy ^3 tnv piKntrKn ion k-irs'^'i 
It is an addition. The same appears in a shortened form in the 
T. to IS 2:2, which in the London Polyg. is found in brackets. 
It is missing in the Ant. Polyg. 

ib. 47 ^> ^n — Jkik'^ n^n loy? Kman «:piidi kd^j 5y pa 

It is another form of v. 32. Is is missing in the Ant. Polyg. 
and in the T. to Ps. 

IK 4:33 ^'i^v^n njri p:n?n ib^k r-wn \o D'^vyn f^y imn — 
'nm Ko^yai in wD^yn d^«^^ pn^nyi in n^3 ofe ^y ^n^n^Ki 

It is a Midrashic interpretation which can in no way be read 
into the verse. Had it represented the original of the T., the 
same interpretation would have been applied to the second part 
of the V. But the latter is rendered literally. However, the original 
was displaced by the toseftoic rendering. The displaced original 
is found in the Ant. Polyg.; the rendering there is as follows: 

5y ?fei K^non pdjt mitk nyi pn5>3 n kt-jko K^yK ?y J»^5oi 
.Kuw 5yi Ksrnn ^yi «Diy ^yi «i^yn 

2K 4:1 D^K^n:n ^:n ^r» nnn new— '•r^o tnn Knnm 
nnD ^?yn nnniy inay lonD^ yr^^K onp nniYo n^'^K^n: n^?n 
n^n: n^ ^ar^K n^op nan '^^ onp p 5^m mn inay nn nyn" riKi 
nmyoa mn^ ptron pWDn p:^tooki pnaij hkd pn» nan '^n 
DIP JD 3Kn«T n^Da:o pnni^a«^ k5>t ^na pn^ ^^dxd) w mm 
pnn ino pnay? n^^ ^:a pin n'» aoo? khk k^b': lyai kd^ik p:^in 
nn^ k5i wtro mn k^i k:ii3 ^nna nnaiy nn nmw p:dt Krom 
K^p n? yontTKi '^n K^m Kmvi nap ^a? k^tkt ny n? nayo^ no 
'n K?m np^« nyaiK n'^ya kpt n K^m ]nn tWD K^n^o ^j'^ao 
a^nan yn k^k wya k5> mo«i Ka^no nnaw avKi ^or omaK 
nntya Ktr^cno kp mn nnap n'»mK nai mn? ^n K5»m n'^a 
n»iDK o Kmof Knwa ^5 inv nn Ka\n ^no ^"ua nnoKi nmv mpi 
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lon^ puts' ^^ noKi ^5 y^nn Ko5y pan ^ona^nK ^5 putr nK iko5 i^ 

y? ^?n n^ 1DK1 nnaiy 3^nK ,K3k i^ap k3k n?3p noKi ^niv ^dj 
13 njm nu 1131351 nu^ inne^'m hhbid't nmiD3 pb^^Jk u^J 

13 p^DD^K k5 K^tD31 K0n?3 KmyD3 n^WTI KUJ HKO? inJ^niDDK 
nU ^5^D KUJ n^5 131 ^? K?>53 K^l WDDU K? lil^JJ^D intTDI >:3>v 

nniD HIP 1DK Uiii n^n^DTiKi no p35 D^^ts^n Kin in3 kbhip? 
pts^^^K? i^nyiiKi n^TK i33i kjudd 5y D^nii to ^3 WD^y >id5' 

."•KH ^>13 

This Tosefta is found in the edition Leira^ which is also cited 
by Kimchi (1. c). All editions contain only the beginning of 
this Tosefta without any indication of any sort to show its 
toseftoic character. Here again an instructive example is pres' 
ented to show how the toseftoic material was handled by later 
editors. Such can be surmised was the case with other material 
incorporated in the Targum but whose source we are unable 
to trace. Com. Otzar Tov, v. 1, p. 10, Berlin, 1878. 

Is. 10:32 loy? 303 DIM IIP — py '301 31 KDV 1K3 iy 

n^'DV 1311 D>:iK n^n i3yi ?d: hhki K3to 3in:D kh Jy^o^ n^J 

1311 Pi13 P3n^ Kin '^^''W r35TD '331 3ni1 piDDIi pD^K py31K 

pD^K pn^ts^i inKD ii^oy i3i pnoni pd^d nnK pd^k inKo n'^DV 
y3iK ii^nnK^i k3iik pd?k iIkd midip ponii pi3ii pi^: ^vvno 
pnts'i inKD ii^nnc^ v:d ,pdid py3iK n^niDiD ikiv ,pdid hkd 
Knip' Kii: 13^ n^n^ ioi 13 Dni3K ?y inK pi in ion Kun pd^k 
Knntro KipDno? 'vp noJy nJe^' i3 3i»i ai3 oy ^n^oJ pi^ny pi 
13 Kn^^n Knn^^ k:ii>3 iini k^d ints' k:ii^3 ii3y i3 Kn^oip 
?'3P? Kjn3 nnp 31J3 dpi KnK K^tD ints'i pi^3 lien Km'3 ii3y 
n^tr^iiK n?yi D^ts'ii' Knip ki K?n n^ni?>n? idki >:yi D^ts^nn iits^ 
?3D KB'^ni Ki^yr km Kn ^njno ^3 n^t5''33 n^yi ^nne^ ?3 
>nnDi 5'3iD n'B^n3 I'jo dp nJy n> nipn3 n'B^'33i K^ooy ^313 
...KKHpo n^3 11D ^y nn'3 

All older Rabbinic editions contain this Midrashic Targum. 
In the recent editions the part beginning M3te and ending with 
K'D is placed in brackets. It is omitted in Cod. Reuch. and 
in the Ant. Polyg. It appears on the margin of Cod. Reuch. 
in an enlarged form. 

In a somewhat modified form it is told in San. 95b : 

B'^K «i?K ntroni D'y3iK3 3nnjD Dn^Jy k3 31 idk m)n'* 3i iok 
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D^jiDts^ni ni:in ni:i?iB^ onoyi ant ^b^ nijnpa D^ae^n d>^ ^jn 
rjD? D^vi T\n ninK n^K d^b^b^^i hd^Jp nn^^ ^b'U^ onin: n?K 

none D^yann void ikw ann none 'n in^no inw K:n Kn^jnn 
noiB'Ki ion . . . nn non pd?k Kun d^b'b^i d^hko injno id 
Dn>?n 5y ney i?yn D^jnnK . . . noipn nay D^yvoK . . . "»ntrn nny 
.nnK DipoD D>o iK^nne^ ny nine'? nnjn d^d ikvo k^i 
Com. also Seder Eliahu r. 8 (p. 45). They represent two versions 
of a current Agada. But the following portion containing Sena^ 
cherib^s address is also toseftoic. It is cited in the Aramaic in 
San. 95a. Furthermore, it even has the complementary portion 
which was dropped at its introduction in the T. 

ib. 49; 15 mnoB'n n?K m ,n202 ]2 Dnno n^)v hb'k mvm 
Kntrj3 Kn^no — Knyo in ?y Kom^ mn KnriK >B^jnrn nts^DKn — 
nnnyn n^ ^? ^B'^no k? wd?t nKB^^riK inioip n^5 dk moKi Jkib^h 
(niDKi) KTDK1 Kn^no : K^tr:nK p?K m K>nj n? idk .nnn Jay 
T^ny: ^:^Dn n^Tom n> ^5 ^trano koJi nKe^jnK ^nionp n^K dk n^5 

So in Berakoth 34b : 

Kt^ nmpntr ,D^Dnn noDi d^5>k niJiy wb^k di53 n^apn non 
KOB' linn KD3 >:d? nnDB' pKi J^Kin yB^m vjd? jtudk ? nnioa 
vjdJ nioK .njHDB'n hJk d^ n? noK ?^iy nB^yo '? nDB^n k5 
? 'j^o HB^yo ^^ n3B^n kob^ tiud kdd ^:d? nnDB' b^m 5>Kin y'B'm 

•inDB'K K^ ^3JK1 n? IDK 

It appears from this that a part of this Midrash was dropped 
by the interpolator. The first and last are remnants of the original 
Targum. It is omitted in Cod. Reuch. and First Bomberger 
cd. (Com. Bacher Z. D. M. G.. p. 48.) 

ib. 24, 25 Ky^Bn iB'yo a>D:nn ib^dkh o^^B^n^ nnon 
?KyoB^^ KnBH K^nB' DK1 >:d nyn nmy ^nn imn 5y n^^y i^dki 
vnvi rwnv nK '^^ idk inn nK ? nn^nB^^ K^n Kpnvn n^?y n^om 
n^Din wnva JKyoB^^ y:D ksbh kub^i h^jd noan^ Kina iB^y i^» 
...1>n:mD nn — nn^nB^^ kb^jio nny 7)'>^v 
The latter presents an excellent example of how a combination 
of this sort was accomplished. The last portion is the original 
Targum, upon which was built the Midrashic interpolation. 
Both portions, which unquestionably belong somewhere in the 
Geonic age, appear in the current editions after the orginal and 
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kteral rendering under the heading kd . They appear on the 
margin of the Cod. Reuch. under the same name, being omitted 
in the text; while in the first Bom. ed. they appear in a shortened 
form in the T. to Is. 66:5 (Bachcr, p. 20). 

ib. 50:10, 11 . . . in> DDS >0— in3 KBHP TTW «^n: 1DH 

^7)MDip inoKi K^ooy VTno . . . pan id .K^ooy? idk ^vioJ mn 

(pn^tr:) K:^3tn pn^nn «n^piK pn5 pn wnv: nai wnpa pi (^) 

. . . p3?^D Kn '3 pn^ "IDK1 mn y^ fc^en^ a^nn ,Knn^«3 
It is a satire particularly on Rome and Persia. Com. Aboda 
Zara 2b. In most all editions these portions are placed in brack- 
ets. They are missing in Cod. Reuch. and First Bom. ed. 

Jer. 8:18 \)y >?p ^n^r^^D — »^^3J ?3p5 VW'^D Kim 5y 
TDK pn^^y pn^3in dip |o pn^^y ^n^K Knnj^ni wn \)7]^ pjnDi 

It is a toseftoic addition which was probably intended for 
explanation. It can by itself in no way be read into the verse. 
It had replaced the original rendering, from which the last 
fvords remained. Com. T. to Am. 5:9 

ib. 9:22 inD3n3 03n 5?nn> ?k — nn -d no^ — nanr^ k5 
,n^mi3an Knaa ni:D nn pk^b' — nane^^ k5»i n^noD^nn Ko^an 
•n^-in^ya m^ny >noy -n ^khk nnnK>> k5i 

As regards the reference to Samson, the T. seemingly was in' 
filuenced by Eccl. r. on 9:11. It appears on the margin of Cod. 
Reuch. under heading KD Mfl and is missing in the text. 

ib. 10:11 Din? p'TDKn nro— n^ttn KmaK lanro kjt 
^KiD3 pd5» p'io'' d^ J'Mn n Kni5»3 ^3d iKr ni^ K^nj nnDn> 
pnDi i3^nn ihd ?Knr^ n^n Kniyo? in^D pn^rn pnKn (KnDoy) 
ItD p:^K inv pn3 n^^ niyo pn^ pn^D pdki pyo pn^ pnoKn 

p:^K pID KnOV? p?D^ K5» KynK P K1DO KDHK^^ p^3^ K^ K>OB^ 

.p^K K'OK^ n^nn id pv^dk^m KynKo pnn^^ pn^n5>Di 

This rhetorical exposition appears in all editions. In the Cod. 
Reuch. it appears after the literal Aramaic of the verse. In all 
other editions the Aramaic is omitted. Its position in the former 
testifies to its being an incursion, while is position in the latter 
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demonstrates* as another instance* how the original was forced 
out by the interpobtion. 

ih. 12:5 . . . HTOi D^^n riK o — nDiD H:m iud ?y d»i 
l^nnKT pD ID1 n^onoi nn riK ,k^3: nK^n ^221 kdJtd ivnsnj? 
«niDi03 lonm Ko^y ion K^pnv innnK^ noyo:? T»ny K^m to 
ion: pn2 pn^ja ?y ^n^Ki ;\n? nnoK nm ^dip pan pnaiy T3yo5» 

This part appears in all editions after the complete rendering 
of the V. Hence it is toseftoic. It is found fully in San. 96a: 

^no^tTB' n^y^DD yann -00^3 toi hdk n« . . . nnvn D^?n nn o 
omnK? iDir D^ro ^:kc'd ,n'»Dn nn» ni23 nn« mz^ v\r\ iniH? 
.re3i noD nnK ?y o^diod '^is^ wnr 3py^ pnr 
Com. also San. 26a, Cant. r. ^nnnyr Dyo3 with minor changes, 
ib. 51:14 yor: non3 ?>p— Ho^y ona >>p '^'^ -tom pnD 
pKnTin: n^n^ n^ir nD n^oi^ inn injumo^ pnn ^mr^ n^3 yone^ 
.imoio «^?^DP m 

It contains a shortened Agada found in Lam. r. Pesichta, end. 
That it does not belong here is evident from the two render' 
ingsof noi one being literal, the other expository. Which of 
them belongs to the original is difficult to determine; probably 
the former. 

Eick. 1:1 ...'•n^i — h:70 n^p^n nnrm joi^ pjv pnf^na nw 
nuJfin — Ko^^y n^nn »nniyn wsnpo n^nn winwn hidd im 
.^'»OVn — HVT»D ^J^yo nna k^^? The portion after the horizof^ 
line is missing in the Targum of the Haftora of the first day 
of the Feast of Weeks in the Machaor Witri. As the Targum 
to this verse beginning |Dt^ and ending MVl^D is Midrashic in 
construction and matter, its partial omission in Machzor Witri 
lends support to the hypothesis that the whole portion is an 
interpolation. 

ib. 6 on? nnK5> p^d:d yniKi nnn^ D^:a nv^^v^^ — nyniKi 
p» mn Knnn5> pdk loy nnr nm nn i»Df» psK KyniKi Knn? pdk 
W21K1 Knn5> pDK KymKi — i^d» wmKi pntr pnn ynnm »^ok 
pea Ky3ifc<i pne» v^^h) kdk f>Df> pea noy nnc* nni in f»D? pea 
•pea Kntri pe^Dni inwD pin yniKi k^dj p:© nm Kin Knnn> 
The whole portion preceded by the horizonul line is missing 
in the Ant. Polyg. having instead of the second pDK KyniKT — 
PD3 KyniKT . It also is a case of shortened toseftoic Targum. 
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ib. 8 ...niK nM — K^3^n 13K? K^y^tri inK ?y piro?.,, 
Knarn ^?yn ^di Knarn nna K?np?i — nno^o nay . This ad^ 
dition is found in the Ant. Polyg. only. Com. Pesachim 119a: 

53P? n3 nrnn ^djd nnn nonDB' n"3pn ^ts' n> nr a^na n» 

nn^B^n ^?y3. In Machzor Witri (ib.) there is the following 
addition prefacing the literal rendering of the Targum to v. 12: 

5^3p? in pjion pn3 yaiK fc^rm K^D^na k^^^j noK in n^ye^^J 
— Ditrpn KfiK imno pn^j^p^n n)7] pi n^ni:nii:>y nnrnK? nnnn 
•..Knai. It is found nowhere else. 

ib. 28:13 nnDDD mp> pK ?3 — fc<1pn fc<nVi fc<iny ?3 
1? n^n^no . The literal translation was preserved in the toseftoic 
version of this verse found on the margin of Cod. Reuch., 
entitled nK 'DD, namely, pD p3H 5d . 

ib. 34:9 D^VI p? — KnniK? mn — K^V^tS'l K^DJID p3 

•KoanD i5>np k^d:ib pn — pd5ik? pn^vK pD>?y Kom? n^ny wfc<i 
It is missing in Cod. Reuch. 

A Midrashic Targum to 37:1 is found in Machzor Witri 
in the Targum to the Haftora of the Sabbath of Passover: 

'>n iv^P tor ny nny^K k^t pnon 'nvoo ipon K>^Dia pn khi 
KD3^tr 31 mn Kim i^k^ h^db^i Kinn kov5» 'nvon Kina mm 
PD>^p iin nc'^ n^n pn^n Kinn Kn^yn pn? idk onsK n^m 
pD^Ki inKD pnn> piny w^in >nn pKi K^trp wn^iani K^iJ^yn 
p:nDD pni '^n kjpiid K?n iwnKi onvoo ipdji K?>n ^jn pina 
unypn n^'m nan ^a^nts^Ki ^minyi p^a pnn> ?dpi nn KnJiD i^n '^^ 
.pyryr^ ko?i Knypn K^nnn 'its'^ n^ '>^ im k5 kjpiid tomi 

This is told in San. 92a; Pirke d. E. 58. It is so interpreted 
in Ps. Jon., Exod. 13:17. 

Joel 2:25 p?M nniKH JnKil ItTK D^JtTil HK Dn? ^HD^B^I 

Dnm ?>Dnm — "»n?D pnn^ irni k^:k> n^n Knno k^jb' pn5» dJb'ki 
.Km '»?^n nwiiD k'^jid^b^i k^jb^'^Si k^oik K'^nnin 
It is a latter Midrash. Com. Seder Eliahu r. 20 (p. 113) : 

o^K^noi ^KiB^^-riK? pn^in n^wnon mo^? nnn onKtrjn ona ?n 
. . . nniKn ?nK ib'k ioiki . . . ?Kitr^ ^tr on^nn iin? pToi Dn5» in 
.?Kir^ inn nnyntr^c nvnf»o yniK i^'^k 

But 1 :4 is rendered literally, and such was the case here, which 
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was displaced by the interpolation from which was left only the 
last part .J1D3 n^n^tTT K21 >5m niJjniB This part has scarcely 
any connection with the interpolated exposition. 

Nahum 1:1 n)y: «KTD — nw>: n^ hkpb'k? di^ dd ?dd — 
n3i Knaino nam nen naon k^3J ^no« in nar n?y ^aariK pDiPto 
KnDD3 3^nDT HOD ^tTip n^M Din: n^y >3jn^Ki nn ^ono? no^Dim 
•inn 

This is toseftoic. It has displaced the original Targum to the 
second half of the v. It is a late one. Witness the rendering 
^tS'P^Kn by >trip n^30 being evidently influenced by the Arabic, 
the vernacular of the age. In the edition used by Rashi the 
reading was triP^K n^MI . Com. the rendering of ^nmon 
Mi. 1:1. 

Hab. 3:1 KniK ^v n>5 ^?an^« 13 fc<>n: pipan ^^vt »ni^v 
^n noK p ^:y nu3 dpi Kmiv nvn «^3J Pipnn Kin y^ri? ann 
nann hdi« ?y ^? pirn ny mn Kmiv lo ny h:k n^5 n^Dr d>>pi 
pD^y ?y K^3: pip3n5» n^? idk pi kbhipi Knii «n^nD H^y^en? 
|in? p^nntr^ d^jt nn?3 Knni«5> pain^ D«n K^y^tri? n^nnn k3i« 
.«ni^D Kn f»Kitr^ n^3 ^nionp nm pn^ain f>D pn^i 

Com. Shochar Tob 7, 17, ed. Buber. 
nivo ino nivo >y nav^nxi nnioyK ^moeiD 5>y non pipnn k^^s^di 
. . .nr nm ^jynine' ny ik3o tt ^:^k noKi nDina noyi mw ivtr to5o 
This Agadic interpolation is found in the Cod. Reuch., of 
which Buber had no knowledge. It is missing in all other cdi' 
tions. Rashi (Taanith 23a), refers to it: Jtr Dinna ITIDOnD 
P1P3n n^Dn , The manner in which this reference is expressed 
would suggest that Rashi refers to the Targum of the Haftora 
of the second day of the Feast of Weeks, which was customary 
to read in the communities of Northern France. It is found in 
the Machzor Witri. On the other hand, it appears that Kimchi 
had no knowledge of this Targum. Probably the portion 
beginning KDIK ?y to the end, which is found in all editions, 
is a part of this T. J., the original being replaced by it. 

ib. 2 ^riKT lyotr ^nyor "> — inina yoB^ n^yots' '^ — 
unwyiiD nno ^y nni — ; ^n?mi — n^tr«in |o wdid3 fc^mnyn no 
noD — '^ n^yn n^yotr idip ir^nK id dhd ^tr:^K ?y Kn^n^^fc^n 
...Itan lan — ...«^pnvi K^y^n ?y «nT'»nRi iran lan — ...pnim 
•pn^^y Dmni 
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Theae exegetical interpolations are found in the Targum of the 
Haftoia of the second day of the Feast of Weeks in the Mach' 
zor Witri. They are not found in any other accessible edition 
of the Targum. In verse 8 the words ^Tan nin «o5o ^ which 
i$ evidently the rendering of ^^dk D^nn:3 OK, and which are 
found in all editions, are missing there. 

ib. 3:11 n?3T iDV HT tTOB^ — y^H^? pDJ Tinyon ^K 
D^nn vo^ p35>o HBiDn ^n\>» ip^toi ina:n^« -n — pxraa nrn^a 
nnn^D> HtroB^ ; n?:jn «o^ K»^3?n «35>o nioin kdJtd pinm m^ 
•IPB^ n^B^i pn?n — nn^iinna lop 

The portions following the horiional lines are found in Cod. 
Reuch. and in Machzor Witri only. The same Targum was 
used, it would appear, by the editor of the text of the other 
editions, who shortened it. That the original rendering was 
a literal one is evident from the comparison of these two texts. 

Zcch. 12:10 nfc<^3: nn D^^n^ ^an^ ?yi in n^3 >y iDrw 
DV «3np KnaK? DnsK na n^ro pid^ p^ ^ri3 tm t^^\t^p'^ «ni^i 
n^:o ny3M n^m? ni>DnoM D^c^nn wnn dip :ru n>n^ ^idp^i aia 
piDDi K03 >ni?y tnoDn onsK -n n^ro^ k^oop npn ho Jiod 
.Kian 5»y nnonon noD ^ni^y nnomi >>nm^ in ?y kdki ksk 
This Midrashic Targum i& found in Kenn., Cod. 154, and on 
the margin of Cod. Reuch., giving the source as ni^ 'nn 
and in Mach^r Witn. It is omitted in all other editions. It 
will be seen that the Midrashic interpretation is based mainly 
on the portion n^n\T 5>y IDDOD V^V HDD) which, according to 
this interpretation, refers to the violent death of the first 
Messiah, namely the son of Ephraim or Joseph. On the other 
hand, the rendering preceding and following it is close to the 
text but differs slightly from the rendering of the Targum. As 
to the Midrashic interpretation in general, com, Suk. 52a, 
Yer. 5, 8. 

Two more cases of later interpolation may be added. The 
first is in Judges 10:16 Jmtr^ ^n IB'D: IVpn^ . It is rendered 
literally. In the Ant. Polyg. the Targum here has the Hebrew 
text. Maimonidas (Moreh Nebuchim 2, 29) makes it plain 
that this portion was not rendered by Jonathan for anthropO' 
morphic considerations. The other case is Ezek. 1:26, which 
Kimchi (1. c.) says that it is not rendered by the T., but all 
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accessible editions do have a literal rendering. It was in^ 
serted by a later hand. The same may have also been the case 
with Ezek. 1:27; 2:8, containing a peculiarly cirmumscribed 
rendering. 



II. 

There is a considerable number of other interpolations 
which are of an exegetical character. Some are recensions of the 
rendering of the T. Others aim at a clarification not so miich 
of the text as of the rendering. They have a disturbing effect 
upon the rendering. Evident interpolations of this category are 
numerous. I have selected some of the most characteristic in^ 
stances for the purpose of illustration. Finally I wish to call 
attention that some of these dupUcates were brought to notice 
by Frankel (Zu Dem Targum d. Prophetcn, pp. 39, 40). 

DttpUcations 

IS. 18:4 nOlWK — (linS D^P»K\) JKnK^^ ^DP? H^JK 

ib. 19:18 oinn i^p — n^ino? m^nn intr n^an unnp 
One takes Din ^ID'^n while the other would have it as it stands. 
This passage of the T. is cited in Menahoth 11 Oa; this duplicate 
then is of a comparatively early date. It was noticed by Frankel 
ZuDemT., 40). 

ib. 21:5 |» intTD — ii:n Onvnti) ipno 

ib. 33:24 ^n^Jn \^V TDK^ ^31 — pDniJo KWDr> S^HK 

.JHD nno w^y nriK 

According to one the refcmce is to the absence of the Shekina; 

the other is a simpler rendering. 

ib. 38:17 Di^tr5» n^n— nfc<i itsnp ir)f>r ^ao Knnw nny? Kn 

.•^^D ^5 no TITTP 

The latter is an interpolation. It disagrees with the interpreta- 
tion of the T. of m^rJ run referring to the pious ones. That 
the entire phrase: TO ^^ no is rendered by the latter is evident 
from the rendering — .^JD '5 TD 
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ib. 66:20 nnDn33i — inats'inai — ]'^^i^2) 

However P31331 is missing in Cod. Reuch. 

Jerem. 2:3 i^vn n^tTDi— H?^y niDn« nyoiD— HniDiK noiy 
In the former Israel is likened to the priestly tithe, in the latter 
to the first ripened of the produce before the offering of the 
Omer (Com. Rashi and Kimchi 1. c). 

ib. 2:16 Tplp n^jn^ — 1D3J pta^l — 1^133 n?DP\ 

ib. 13:19 D^Di^ts' n5>an — psnaiv no^trin kJ^phk — 

In the former o^DIJb^ is taken in the sense of d5b^ ; in the latter 
D?B^ — pay. 

ib. 20:8 pytK naiK no o — nivoi ^33 — KJ«n iDtn nn 

Ezek. 16:6 iKiKi i^jy navKi — ''mp nann^K d^p pdi ?yi 
. . . pn« nK ^Dip ^?a n« ,pDpnDo? ^n^^anK — 

ib. 34:9 D^jnn DD? — K^y^B'l — K^DJID p21 . 
The former read D^yn ; the latter D^yi . This was noticed by 
Kimchi. The T. renders o^yi throughout this chapter by H>D3"IB 
In Lag. «>y>Bn is omitted. 

Am. 6:8 3py^ p«a — 3pyn nmai — «Bnpo n>n . 
The last is the rendering in 8:7; the former is a duplicate. 

Mica 1:10 'DB^jDnn IDP — ]W\t^'^'^ IDH — W^0P2 ptr^DH^ 
In Cod. Reuch. pB^Jsn^ is omitted. 

ib. 1 1 ne^n n^'^v — pnna pK^^ony — h'^^v l5»a . 
The latter is more literal. 

ibid. 5vnn n^3 TDDD — ^k5iv n'3 TDDD p35 n>3y 
...pDn ,pT iiDD? pT panpoi pd:k pnnm pDmon >nn — 
The former renders JvKH as a p. n., while the latter as ?VK, 
near. Com. Rashi and Karo 1. c. 

ib. 12 3iiD^ n5n >3 — KnniK^ an^D^ Kinooi — ki3ddi 

ib. 2:13 DHOD? niH n5y — nn>onp3 na pnr^tro ppo' — 
.pn^B^na laio nfe pom 

The former renders no — pnntTO deliverers and on^JD? — n^^BTKin, 
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the former, as in the former days, while the latter understood 
)nfi as king and DH^Jfi^, in their front. 

ib. 3:6 ...noy — nr^3?3 p pn^nina wnn vnKi ^^ann 
.'^7])Dip nn 13 hw:t)2 ^ki kit dv 5>y «^i3d ^n^Ki — k^ddp^ 
The recenssion, it is obvious, would render this v. in a symbolic 
sense. The T. would render it literally. This is evident from 
the literal rendering of what follows. On the other hand, the 
inserted recenssion may constitute only a portion of a Toseftoic 
rendering. 

ib. 12 ...Dyrn — loy ^wd ?y idi5 invnK2 — nnr^anKn 

Com. Rashi and Karo; as to the rendering of DyT3 Com. Ze. 
1:12; Mai. 1:4. 

Zech. 3:7 D>3^nD 1? ^nwi — \'^:^'?7]D y^y\ i^ tn«i — 
The inserted recenssion would render it symbolically. 

ib. 3:8 nov "^i^v TiK K^M ^jjn — "»5anM — "»n^o k:k nn 
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Insertioiis 

IS. 1:24 ^^"^o Dnj« nn — (^5»infc< id K^y^tri? ^i onn) 
ib. 2:22 iDKa notrj WK DnKH JO i^nn — t^? lyjorm 

.Kin n^B^n kd^di (^nin^5 nnoi d^p Kin pi 

ib. 3:15 i:nD D>>3y ^3«5i — in>Di) pnK n^M Ko^im ^Din 

ib. 5:3 p3i ^j^n Kj iDDB' min> K>>Ki D^^Bni^ ntTV nnyi 
inv K^i KnniK id nno ^k-w^ n^2 Kn pn^ noK k>3j) — '•ons 
. . • "»3n^ tVD (an^D? 

The preceding passages of the T. make this rhetoric portion 
entirely excessive. 

ib. 24:1 n^jjD mvi — (KnniK ?y iinxn ?y) Knnn ^anni 
There is no more necessity for a reason here than there is for 
the preceding rwn IW Win and the following rP3B^ rwi 

ib. 30:25 DID ^^n^ D^O^B — n ^P DVn — ]^^'? K^pn) 
.p'^D pna: pn^M (pn^nneiD^i 

ib. 41:7 trin pin'^^ — n^pnon (pnnniyn pnnn^ K?n) 

There is only one other such case, also evidently an interpolation, 
this is Ez. 16:20. The T. as a rule knows of no such rhetorical 
prefacing. 

ib. 57:20 ts'ia: DO D^yB^im — (D^n^an nn»^) 

It is found in Cod. Reuch. only. 

Jerem. 1:6 >DJK nw O — KJK K31 nK — KPV ^nil^trni) 

.(pin HDV ?y ojno kjk i?ai 

ib. 2:10 iKni D^^nD '>K nny o — imi Knn> i^anoni ... 
p5aioi pnniyo n^ p^»: nrno? nrnooi i^d? i^do \hi K^ooy) 
pnniyo n^ po^poi pn^^Diro n^ pone pK' prKi inKni pnoy pn? 
. . . K01K K^n Ki^K (pn? pn3Di 

ib. 2:27 onyn ny3i — pn>?y K^nK Knc^an p^yni — piD3) 
.ij?y D'»m pnoK ^oip pio (i pn^niyon 

ib. 4:1 2)tt^r\ '»?K — (inina onnnn k5 ny) innrn 5»npnn 

Com. 31; 17, 20. 
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ib 51:1 ^op a? — '•K1D3 ynn >3nOyi ?nn 5]r ^n^o «j Kn) 
. . • nnnn ,WDipn m^DC'i pnn^ Din (p^iop pooy 
The insertion is in fact a duplicate interpretation of the former, 
interpreting ^op n> to refer to the Chaldeans by the method of 
crsriK Com. Raro, the latter takes it in a more literal tense. 

Ezek. 13:19 ...miTDJ n^DH^i — jwiion pn? nn h^ «nDK? 
.KD^p? pn? nn k^ ivdj «o>p?i On^oo wnn kJ) 
Two different interpretations are here obviously incorporated. 
In the London Polyg. the reading is: IDIpnm ,in^DO pn« pnion 
.fo^po priK 

Whether this was a correction by the editor due to misunder- 
standing or it represents a different reading, it adds emphasis 
to the fact that the passages in question are insertions. 

ib. 16:5 Konnf> — (mn k3d pDf» nayo?) pD? i«n:K? 
ib. 16:20 ^npm — (Jkib^^ nrjD ^dip KniK? n^:D^K «d^k) 

ib. 17:4 iDv o':y:3 i^vn — lon^iDo K^ni w'w^ n^Jaun 
.nntr plan nnpn (^'Kntr^ nu na p?y k? nyi) ly^Di Kyn«a 

Hos. 10:11 nnKw niD ^y ^may >j«i — pnn^ n^piD w»i 
•ivinivo «i^pn i^j ^nnyK — onvo niiyiro 

Hos. 3:3 Dun o^o^ o — 5»«"nm «nrJD n^) noK irij 
.'»3n^iD? pn:nn pk'»3D por (p^om pD? loia lo^ain 

ib. 7:4 ..^5»3 — fc<o^p? inioi K03 pn^npo ynon p5r pn) 
pnpDo orn pn5 n^nynm puj^ poa nDn« «^i 5yi (yen nntrno 

JWn K? IV KK>^^ K^5>^D pyO D^'TVOtD 

The inserted passage has no connection with the rest and renders 

irritating the whole passage. Com. Rashi on this v. 

ib. 12:1 ?K nv n IV rrpHM — pDpno ^in min^ n^mi 
.(tviDiw HH^in Hoy «>ji iy) nan^n 

Joel 2:3 i5 rmM K^ HD^Jft 031 — n'»3 JT'i^ KarB' wi 
.(K^y^en?) 
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ib. 4:2 Dn:in niD ne^K — nino) ...Knro ^n^c ^:^n mm 

The inserted portion is found in extant editions, but is omitted 
in all other editions, including the princeps edition of Mikraoth 
Gedoloth. 

Am. 7:14 >3:n npin 13 — i> n^H VW^) KJH ^n^a no 

.(>KfW ti^aoD KJK 5fc<ne^^ HDjn nin dtp id) Kn^DB^n 

ib. 9:11 ...n>n':3i — in nun ungate dk dipk kmh Konya 
^iD ^v^B'ni noani kjiid^ ?D3 D^ts^ni) ppnK nnne^^^Di ...n^Dn 

This portion, intended for the last three words of the verse, is 
to all intent a diflFerent version of a sort of a homily, examples of 
which are readily presented in the portions of the interpolated 
Targumim cited above. The original version seems to have been 
replaced by the interpolation. 

Mica 7:1 r>p ^DDIO ^D^^H >D — KUID ^lO^OD ^HMH nK 
.(Kn« ID Hn^DH n3KT \lVi) 

The inserted passage is merely putting kud ^IDIDD of the T. 
in other words. 

ib. 12 ^jE5?i nwD nn iiK'K >:o? Kn^ inyi «in or 
— KDp^n ^np ninK pi nni^a iiK'JDn^ «^nn wnya — in i^vd 
.Kn^v nnpi Knnn ^ootiin pni 

The latter part seems to me to belong to the first half of the v. 
forming a different rendering, which was incorporated in the 
T. to the second part of the v. and displaced the original. The 
former renders >:o as JD and nitJ'K — niriK while the latter, im' 
pressed by the sound of the word, would render /^d? — ^^D"lin 
Armenia. It was the same case with iivo . Aq. and Theod. 
follow the first rendering of the T. The Lxx and P. are some' 
what following the interpolated rendering. 

ib. 7:14 in?n: i«v — in^onKi woy — (ttw Kim woJya 

The inserted portion is entirely disconnected with the rest, has 
no reference to any part of the v. It is explaining or com' 
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plementing the T. It was inserted with the intention ot import- 
ing into this v. a Messianic air, while the T. might not have 
taken the v. in this sense. 

ib. 7:20 Dmnfc< iDH ap^J no« inn — m'^pv u^ iDin) 
.(IDTP unano ^2t ?y ipynKT pnv^ 

No reference is made in this v. to PHV^ . The interpolator, it 
would appear, was anxious to supply this mossion. 

Nahum 1 :6 iDH OD? — «nnin inoJ Knomn >^an^» 13) 
...p3 (^iimp ID WD5y yt p n^oy? 

it has no connection and makes no sense with what follows 
it can be, however, connected with the preceding v. wjn D^^n 
It is probably a recenssion of the rendering of the T. of that 
V. and inserted at its end and then misplaced at the beginning 
of this V. 



Digitized by 



Google 



ADDITIONS 

Quotations from Targum Jonathan in Talmud and Midrash, 
like those from Onkelos, do not carry the name of the author 
to whom tradition ascribes the composition of the Targum. 
In most of the instances in Talmud Babli Targum Jonathan is 
quoted in the name of Rab Joseph. In two cases Rab Joseph 
himself quotes it, while in other cases the quotations are 
introduced by U^OiiJio . In one case in the Midrash the quota- 
tion from Jonathan carries the name of Aquila. In the rest 
of the cases there is no indication of the source. They are 
just the same quotations from Jonathan. Incidental similarity 
cannot serve as a basis for a contrary view, particularly when 
some of the quotations arc of an exegetical nature. 

Several quotations in Yerushalmi and Midrash, which I 
assumed to be a different version of the targumic rendering in 
the respective cases, were cited above. However, there are at 
least two cases in which the rendering of the Targum is clearly 
implied. One is Y. Shekalim 2, 6, with reference to Is. 33:21: 

^2'^2V^ K? nnK '•vi D"rD n iny^ n^^o" hj'^k 

This implies the rendering of the Targum of ^v^ . In Joma 
77b the same exposition is accompanied by a quotation from 
the Targum. 

The other case is Mech. ^in^, 9 with reference to Is. 21:9. 
which was quoted above (p. 29, note 43) from Gen. r., namely, 

.5*33 n^D3 nn 3^n3n ?33 nn^o it ^)'pti^: ima d^d^^hd ^^^ 

It is based on the rendering of the Targum Kl^ny siK n5»D: 
f'na f>E)^0^ . Had it not been based on the rendering of the 
Targum (which was well known to the scholar), there would 
certainly have followed a note giving the interpretation of the 
quotation from Is. 

As regards the quotations from the Targum in Babli, it 
is well to notice that most of them represent interpretations 
of an expository nature. At least in two cases the quotations 
represent a different version of the targumic rendering. 

146 
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Most of the quotations were referred to by Dt Rossi, 
Zunz and Frankel. 

Quotations given in the name of Rab Joseph: 

Moed Katan 26a on 2K 2:12 : 

PVtD Kini n^)^ ytr'»?Ki n^wi i^:d nnin no^'s^' nii ioki v2k 
?Knt5^> nDn ,ioKi rnK nr ^3k >3K ^vB^nci J'kib^"' n^n '»3k ^3k 
nn? aon ^or an onnoiD pok^ ^ko nnin no^^tr m nr VLnsji 
.priBi pO'»nno n^ni^vn ?Kn:y^? 

Pesachim 68a on is. 5:17 : 
Menachoth 1 10a on Is. 19:18 : 

{TDB^ nm Kmp ^idv an oannoiD ,nnx5> -io«' onnn i^y "wd 
.pnjD Knn K>m idkhx nnno? T»nyn 

Joma 77b on Is. 33:21 : 

,you^ ^Ko ^ijnay »? nnK '•vi ^"n n^na ^:nu2 ijiay^ ^id^ 
.nj>P3n K? Knan >:nia^ pn^^v no^Don n^a ^rn «f» <nDv an onmiaa 

Aboda 2kira 44a on Is. 41:16 : 

The interpretation of 2S 5:21 is against the rendering 
there of the Tareum. It seems that the Agadist would render 
m DKB^^I in the same sense :is DKtrn nri^ is rendered in the 
Targum, namely, and David scattered them. Other Agadists 
would adhere to the extant rendering of the Targum. Hence 
the quotation in Rosh Hashana 22b. In the instance here, 
however, the quotation is introduced by ^DV an Dnpona 
and also by p^oannona , one of them is seemingly an inter- 
polation. 

Joma 32b on Jer. 46:20 : 

"«» pnv na ion: an nD« ,«in ^'pwi K:r^^ «^iy now ivnp ^ko 
Dannona ^yotro '•kd >*a Ka psvo rnp onv^D n'^D nc^ n'p^v «np 
n^v pn^^ K3iE)VD pf»itDp ]''^DV DnvD nyn '»«'• «nia?D ^lor an 
.ntaDJ* 

Kiddushin l3a on Hos. 4:2 : 

DinnDna ^yotro '»ko ,)v:: o^ona ivns s^^ji 2::i nvni c'nai nf'tc 
PD^DiD pain 5>y pain pnnan '»t:':o pja pn^^io ^ov an 
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Nedarim 38a on Am. 7:14 : 

^n^3 no nK ^lov nn onnoiD ,d'»dpb' d5ui ^d^k npn ^d ^3:k 
Baba Kama 3b on Ob. 1 :6 : 

Berakoth 28a on Zef. 3:18 : 

m^n'> n? niyts^ yniK nnK? pddid 5b^ n^en JJenon 53 J^nn -idk 
>a)j ^Km yoe^ ^kd ,vn idd ^nooK nyioo ^3^: idik ninDn r5y 

.D^K^n^an nyitD ^^or nnm 5y Jkib^'' 

The saying of R. Jchoshua b. Levi is based on the ren- 
dering of the Targum of this verse, which is: ^3 pMyo l^m 
inyiD ^JDT . The quotation here in the name of Rab Joseph 
agrees in sense with the Targum but not in the wording. This 
might be explained as being a misquotation. However, the 
rhetorical prefacing phrase ...>nK K"l3n , which is missing in 
our text, seems to have been in the text of the Agadist. It 
was this beginning of the rendering which, it would appear, 
caused the complication with regard to the reference. For what 
was wanted here was to show that ^il3 means delay, and the 
reference here is to the rendering of this particular word in 
the Targum, namely, paDyo l^m . But because the Targum 
of this verse had as the beginning the words ^nK Kinn the ref- 
erence was made to Kun although it was dropped from the 
Targum. 

Kiddushin 72b on Zech. 9:6 : 

nu pnn'' nor m onnoiD ,nnK^K3 itdd nts^M ^«d >dv n? k^k 

This is also a different version of the Targum to this verse. 
Our Targum renders it: nn Tim "in^Nn f^KTJ'- JT^l inn^^l 
.PK1313D 

Two quotations are said by Rab Joseph: 

Sanhedrin 94b on Is. 8:6 : 
5i?n nDKp '•«» t<2VT n^n k5> kip ^wm KDiann ^^^k pidv i"« 
pi:n Kni^^tr ^DD n>:n pn? "imon nn n^nn niD^on pnn Koy rpn 
.in^^on ini pvin iK''ynn''K^ n^^:n 
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Mocd Katan 28b on Zech. 12:11 : 

^pomn nBDDD D^c^n^n neoon ^'ir H^nn orn ,ioki ks^pp n n:yj 

n>n> JtDpn noy na nxnKi xneooD oJe^n^n «nfiDD ^io^ «^nn 
Kn^an nxno hti^ 5>Dpn n»K *i3 n^tj^xn ibdodi nonno -12 nomn 
.jn^^D nyp33 

Quotations preceded by |:D^3"inD1 : 

Nazir, last Mishna, according to the version in Ein' Jakob, 
on IS 1:11 : 

Rosh Hashana 22b on 28 5:21 : 

Moed Katan 2a on Is. 62:5 : 

pnni^JT* KD^inn oy Df>iy nnin^^n kod n« i^^oa-iriDi ,n5>inn mnn 

Quotations without reference to the Targum: 

Sanhedrin 95a on Is. 10:32 : 
n5»TK '•K '•Ki^D n^? nD« .31: ^;j' n:iyo i^^nc': orn mix Koin n^K 
n*it5^ya >^iaD5 Kym wnniK .n^ n^D^ »? k? '»ki n5> n?D^ wn^xn 
p^J'D'i ny ,'»pnnD^n n^5» ntr o^c^n^? mdd ^d .«Dr nnn k:d '»or 
.n''yv2 "iDn>« n^nn ""^ .o^^rn'' n?or» nvtm ny ^mic^ '•i^yo n^nn 
n^yi ^nnfiro ?d n"'tr:iiK n^v^ of'trnn «mp x^n kt «5>n iok 
n''K'2Di K''DDy '31D 5»DD Ktr5»ni «-i^yT «^n K5»n ,«n:nD 5»d nc''»a3 
n'»n 110 5»y nn'^n ^jt^^qi ^^nio n''K»n3 t»:oi dpi .n?y n- cj^pnn 
..,nD« Dj^trn^nn nmry 5»y ivvm Kts^npo 

The portion beginning m K?n is found in all editions of the 
Targum, and has been considered above (p. 132). At any 
rate, the portion beginning n^^oi DPI is the targumic rendering 
of the verse. 

Shabbath 128a on Josh. 7:21 : 
.K^'»DT K?DD« "IDK ^D« n ,iyjC» nniK i'f'K'3 «nK1 
The rendering of nmK in Targum is k5>DV^K . 

A quotation of the Targum to Nahum 3, 8, preceded by 
iroaino in Gen. r. 1 : 

.Kmn: pn «3nn xnnn nm^DD^KD 



Digitized by 



Google 



160 TARGUM JONATHAN TO THE PROPHETS 

Ecc. r. 11, 3 quotes the Targum to Is. 5:6 in the name 
of Aquila: 

Y. Shabbath 6, 4 contains a translation of Is. 5:18-23. 
Some of the rendering coincide with those in the Targum, 
namely: nnK^n — pKI^KT (Targum Kn"* n^B^). nnKDH — r5^5d ; 
niynon — K^^Pt^y (Targum Knpty). The rendering of D'^nnon 
— n^PJ^y follows the T. Jud. 8:21, to which reference is made 
(The T. here having KOSD agrees with h"? on the margin 
of Cod. Reuch. to Jud. 1. c. having for K>pi^y — K^n^D). K'»triP 
as the rendering of D^trnf>ni is the translation in the T. of 
K'Djn ^T\2 . There are good reasons for the supposition that 
this is a version of the Targum to these verses. Com. riB^O ^3C 
1. c. 

Y. Taanith 2, 5: .t^n P'^n^ U'^BH T1« ino ""I? !"» 

The renrering of D^BK TlK in the Targum to Joel 2:13 is 
tn P^niD . (Also On. Exod. 34:6; Ps. Jon. having nn TIK). 
Psichta Lam. r. 16 on Jer. 4:18: -j^^^yoi ^^•n H? nt5^y >Ol 
KHKiniD inniyi KriKtr^n TTinn^K. This agrees with the Tar- 
gum except that the latter has instead of KHKino — H^f^P^pD . 
It is to be noticed that both this and the preceding citation 
contain exegetical renderings. 

Lev. r. 6, 4: pon^DT 1?K p:^>VOn p?K p^noni □''DVDVOn . 
Targum pDHJOni PDV^I . 

Lev. r. 5, 2; Exod. r. 10:5 on Am. 6:4 pD"»y ?y Jcr niDD 

5>^Di . Targum ^>Dn jk^d iK^nDOT jDiy ^y |3D:rn . 

Can. r nnintr on Ez. 16:61 mj35 iHo ..,|:nr m n^nyn Kin 

.p31D1D^ 

This is the usual rendering of ni33^ in the Targum (com. 
vv. 46, 48, 49, 57), although in this verse the rendering is 
xyoriB^K? . R Jochanan would have here also the usual ren 
dering. 

Finally, there is the use of KHliytD for idols in Yerushalmi 
ind Midrashim. Com. Y. Berakoth 9, 1 ^333 pnniiyDI K3n P^^K 

pnoy pnnnyoi kdh prwi ^onn pnmiytDi kdh prxi ; Y. San 

10, 2: DDniytD^l DDf* ^1« . As KDliyo is the peculiar render- 
int: in the Targumim of idols, it is reasonable to assume that 
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this descriptive term came into use in the Yerushalmi from 
the Targum. 



The toseftoic portions which were examined in the chap- 
ter on Interpolated Targumim do not represent all the Mid- 
r.ishic additions to Targum Jonathan. Many more are to be 
found in the commentaries of Kimchi, Rashi and other Rab- 
binical sources. A great number of fragmentary Targumim are 
found on the margin of Cod. Reuch. All of which were col- 
lected and elaborated by Bacher (Z. D. M. G., v. 28, p. 1 
et seq.). 

On close examination it will be found that those frag- 
ments on the margin of Cod. Reuch. which are headed by 
rn^ oin /nx onn and mn 'DD have many characteristic points 
in common. Hence there is no ground for an insistence on 
a line of division between them as is held by Bacher. They 
may have a common source. Or, certain fragments in each 
};;roup may be assigned to an earlier date and a different soiuxe 
than the rest. It will be noticed that the additions to the 
Targum of Is. 49:24, 25, which in Cod. Reuch. is referred to 
r^n' Oin is designated in the extant editions WT\ • 

In the main, the fragments described as 'ts^n^ onn, TIK Oin 
and 'nn 'SD contain current Agadic expositions. But while 
to the group of 'K^n^ Oin belong the larger portions, 
there is hardly any peculiar characteristic either with regard 
to material or language to justify its placing in a separate 
c.itei^ory. Furthermore, all of them exhibit a dependence on 
Targum Jonathan. So 'trn^ on Judges 12:6 following Jon. 
...i^tDpn^Ki K:in^ nt^^on n^^ vo:i:^ n^? innwi . Com. also 5:4, 5 

and on Josh. I4:H. It is quoting Jon. to IK 8:27 and 2K 21:16 
(Yerush. on Is. 66:6). As to K^n and K^D com. K^D^ K^n 

on Jerem. 9:22 ...n^riDDinn «oon 111 13 no5»r nnnr^ «? . K^n 
on Zech. 11:8 ^y pnn" no^D p^HT ...K''DnD HT\^n n' 'n'v^c^ 
"jn^lDn KVP pnntrDn . Also on Is. 45:7, which are so rendered 
in Targum Jonathan. 

All these groups contain fragments which either explain 
or are complementing the rendering of Jonathan. 
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'CriT on Josh. 22:20 .T'ninn IT'D k5» nn Kn23 Kim. Ycmsh. 
nn K123 pinn joi K'onKn onn^ Kini . Com. also on Judges 1:3. 
K"n on Josh 6:1 KDpnoi K^nDT ptTTn KT»nK inn^i 
Kinxnoi . K^n adds Ktrnn pnayn . k^d on IS 26:20 ^ininon tod 
HKIIP complementing v^^i^o:: HKIIP «V1V>J 13 cinm hdd . 
Also explaining the Targum Josh 4:19 riKOnp Km^? - Km^f' 

.iD^n 

So that there is scarcely any foundation for a supposition 
that they represent three distinct sources. There is equally no 
basis for a theory of an earlier Targum to the Prophets of 
which the mH 'DD or even 'jm^ and K^n are remnants. 

Certain portions are admittedly late. Such, for instance as 
Is. 49:24, 25 and its parallel on Is. 66:T which have made their 
way into the text of the Targum (the latter is found in the 
first Bomberger edition). They bear the traces of the Arabic 
era. The fact also that the 'B^n^ on IS 17:8 interpreting 
onnny riKl — mOB O: JT^I is not quoted by Rab Joseph, the 
author of this interpretation in Babli (Keth. 9b) shows that 
this Targum was not known yet at that time. Then, their 
dependence on Jon. and also on Onkelos (com. 'gnn^ 
on Judges 18,3 following Onk. Exod. 3:5; 32:1; Deut. 5:28; 
23:4; Also 'trn^ on IS 17:8 no m K10'»D 5y piOK pnK DK^ 
•..Kanp jnv: which is the rendering in Onk. of TOnJo B^^K 'n , 
Exod. 15:3) would tend to place their origination at a date 
subsequent to that of the official Targumim. 

However, although of a comparatively later date, they 
have preserved some earlier and later displaced renderings of 
the Targum. Here are the instances in the Ycrushalmi: 

'triT on Josh. 5:3 piT^O ; Jon. pDnn • Jud. 3:31 KDKDOa 
mm; Jon. ''i^m trnw ; 4:21 n3>D n^ ; Jon. nin JT" ;5:4 
"iO^Din^K K^DE' ; Jon. oo ; 2K 11:12 KDf^ ^n> ; Jon. n5v^ ; 
13:21 pon ; Jon. nn ; N''Do5lB Jon. nnro ; ppitDl ; Jon. 
itD-il; 16:3 PinnD ; Jon. nny^HD ; 19:35 pn5t8^ ; Jon. pi^B ; 
ib. 37 1DBK ; Jon. 12T'»nE'>K ; Is. 21:5 KJ^VU 1P''5>nK ; Jon. 
pKIDD lO'^PK . As for those in 'n« 'BD /HK nn com. Bacher I. c. 
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